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 This dissertation is a close investigation of the syntax of VP-ellipsis.  This 
thesis addresses the two major questions about ellipsis: (i) in which syntactic 
environments is VP-ellipsis licensed? (ii) to what extent and in what way is the elided 
VP identical to the antecedent VP?  The first question concerns the licensing condition 
on ellipsis and the second question concerns the recoverability (or identity) condition on 
ellipsis. 
 Chapter 2 investigates the licensing condition on ellipsis.  Lobeck (1990, 
1995) and Saito and Murasugi (1990) propose that an ellipsis site is the complement of 
the functional categories (C, T, D) whose specifier position is filled.  Extending this 
licensing condition to the functional category v, I will claim that there are two types of 
VP-ellipsis: one is vP-deletion, licensed in the TP, and the other is VP-deletion, licensed 
in the vP. 
 Chapter 3 investigates the recoverability condition on VP-ellipsis.  After 
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establishing that the copula be moves out of VP-ellipsis sites, I will argue that an elided 
V and its trace/copy is subject to the strict morphosyntactic identity condition on ellipsis, 
which requires functional verbs as well as lexical ones to enter the syntactic derivation 
bare and acquire their inflection in the course of the derivation.   
 Chapter 4 explores further consequences of the licensing condition on ellipsis.  
The Spec condition discussed in chapter 2 requires each specifier position to be filled to 
license the ellipsis of its complement.  It follows from the Spec condition that the 
expletive there moves from the Spec of vP to the Spec of TP.  I will provide further 
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1.1   The Goal 
     The goal of this dissertation is to investigate the syntax of VP-ellipsis.  
VP-ellipsis is the name given to the phenomenon exemplified in (1), in which a verb 
phrase is omitted from an utterance and its intended meaning is recovered from context.  
 
(1) John saw his mother and Bill did too. 
 
This phenomenon has received a lot of attention over the past few decades of generative 
grammar, but it is not well understood at this point.  What has become clear is that this 
phenomenon is subject to two separate conditions: licensing and recoverability.  This 
dissertation addresses the two questions: (i) In which syntactic environments is 
VP-ellipsis licensed? (ii) To what extent and in what way is an elided VP identical to its 
antecedent VP?   
     This chapter briefly surveys a range of facts and arguments that VP-ellipsis sites 
contain syntactic structure that is elided at PF.   
 
1.2   Three Major Approaches to Ellipsis 
1.2.1 Nonstructural Approaches 
     I begin by summarizing three major approaches to ellipsis: nonstructural 
approaches, the LF-copying/null pro-form approaches, and the PF deletion approach.   
     Nonstructural approaches claim that there is no more structure in sentences than 
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what is actually pronounced (Ginzburg and Sag 2000, Culicover and Jackendoff 2005).  
These approaches assume that an ellipsis site contains no internal structure at any level 
of representation.  Thus, the elliptical clause in (1) is represented as follows. 
 
(2)        TP      and       TP 
          3         3 
         Johni     T′        Bill      T 
              3             ! 
              T      VP            did 
                  3 
                  ti       V′ 
                      3 
                     saw     DP 
                          6 
                          his mother 
 
This approach assumes that the interpretation of the second conjunct in (1) is recovered 
by some abstract semantic processes.   
 
1.2.2 LF Copying/Null Pro-Form Approaches 
     Secondly, LF copying/null pro-form approaches claim that a full syntactic 
structure is present in the ellipsis site only at LF or in some semantic/pragmatic 
component.  Specifically, the LF-copying approach assumes that the interpretation of 
the ellipsis site is recovered by copying the antecedent at LF (Fiengo and May 1994, 
Oku 1998, 2001).  On the other hand, the null pro-form approach assumes that there is 
a null non-DP proform that is assigned an interpretation at LF (Wasow 1972, Chao 1987, 





(3) a.  Overt Syntax 
               TP      and      TP 
            3        3 
           Johni     T′       Bill      T′ 
                3        3 
                T      VP       did      VP 
                    3            g 
                    ti       V′         [e]/pro 
                        3 
                       saw      DP 
                             6 
                             his mother 
        b.  LF 
                TP      and      TP 
             3        3 
            Johni     T′       Billj      T′ 
                 3        3 
                 T      VP       did      VP 
                     3        3 
                     ti       V′       tj       V′ 
                         3        3 
                        saw     DP        see     DP 
                             6        6 
                             his mother         his mother 
 
Arguments for these approaches concern pronominal characteristics of elliptical 
constructions.  For example, like pronouns, ellipsis can take a non-linguistic 
antecedent under certain circumstances. 
 
(4) a. [Pointing at someone:] 
           He should do that. 
        b. [On receiving a present:] 
           You shouldn’t have!                          (Aelbrecht (2010: 6)) 
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1.2.3 The PF Deletion Approaches 
     Finally, the PF deletion approach claims that an ellipsis site is fully represented 
syntactically, but it is not pronounced at PF.  Under the PF deletion approach, the 
elliptical clause in (1) is represented as follows. 
 
(5) a.  Overt Syntax and LF 
                TP      and      TP 
             3        3 
            Johni     T′       Billj      T′ 
                 3        3 
                 T      VP       did      VP 
                     3        3 
                     ti       V′       tj       V′ 
                         3        3 
                        saw     DP        see     DP 
                             6        6 
                             his mother         his mother 
        b.  PF 
                TP      and      TP 
             3        3 
            Johni     T′       Billj      T′ 
                 3        3 
                 T      VP       did      VP  < PF-deletion 
                     3        3 
                     ti       V′       tj       V′ 
                         3        3 
                        saw     DP        see     DP 
                             6        6 
                             his mother         his mother 
 
In the remainder of this section, we will review four arguments for the presence of 




1.3   Internal Syntax 
1.3.1 Agreement 
     First evidence comes from phi-feature agreement on the dummy auxiliary do.  
As is well-known, the phi-feature agreement on the main verb in there-constructions is 
controlled by an associate of there.  For instance, in (6), the main verb agrees with the 
associate DP, giving rise to singular agreement on the verb.   
 
(6) a.   There seems to be a hero in this town. 
        b. * There seem to be a hero in this town. 
 
Even when VP-ellipsis is applied to (6a), the agreement on the main verb must be 
singular.   
 
(7) A: There seems to be a hero in this town. 
    B: a.   No, there doesn’t. 
           b. * No, there don’t. 
 
Parallel facts hold for the copula be.  The number agreement on be is determined by 
the elided associate DP (Ross 1969b, van Craenenbroeck 2010, 2013, Merchant 2013a, 
van Craenenbroeck and Merchant 2013).   
 
(8) a.  I didn’t think there would be a jazz pianist at Mr. Gatsby’s party, but there 
   was/*were. 
        b.  I didn’t think there would be jazz pianists at Mr. Gatsby’s party, but there 
           *was/were.            (van Craenenbroeck and Merchant (2013: 704)) 
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A recent version of the Minimalist framework advanced by Chomsky (2000 et seq.) 
assumes that phi-feature agreement results from the syntactic operation called Agree.  
Given that the auxiliary do or the copula be agrees with the associate DP in narrow 
syntax, (7) and (8) suggest that the VP-ellipsis site has silent internal syntactic structure.   
 
1.3.2 Extraction 
     Another argument for the presence of internal structure inside VP-ellipsis sites 
comes from extraction out of ellipsis sites.  If an unpronounced portion of a sentence is 
fully represented syntactically, elements inside ellipsis sites should be able to move 
outside the ellipsis sites.   
     First, let us consider A′-extraction out of VP-ellipsis sites.  As the examples in 
(9) shows, A′-extraction from VP-ellipsis sites is possible.2 
 
(9) a.  Wh-movement 
           I know which book John reads, and which book Bill doesn’t. 
        b.  Relativization 
           I met the same man that you did last week. 
        c.  Antecedent-Contained Deletion (ACD) 
           I visit every city Bill does. 
        d.  Operator movement (comparative clauses) 
           John earns more money than Bill does. 
 
In contrast, anaphoric expressions such as do so, do it and do that do not allow 




(10)  a.  Wh-movement 
            * I know which book John reads, and which book Bill doesn’t           
              {do so/do it/do that}. 
         b.  Relativization 
            * I met the same man that you {did so/did it/did that} last week. 
         c.  ACD 
            * I visit every city Bill {does so/does it/does that}. 
         d.  Operator movement (comparative clauses) 
            * John earns more money than Bill {does so/does it/does that}. 
 
This contrast is easily understood if the missing VPs in (9) are syntactically present and 
host the trace/lower copy, while the targets of anaphoric VPs in (10) are not 
syntactically present and cannot host the trace/lower copy.   
 
(11)  a.  Wh-movement 
            I know which book John reads, and which book Bill doesn’t [VP read t]. 
         b.  Relativization 
            I met the same man that you did [VP meet t] last week. 
         c.  ACD 
            I visit every city Bill does [VP visit t]. 
         d.  Operator movement (comparative clauses) 
            John earns more money than Op Bill does [VP earn t]. 
 
     This line of reasoning is further supported by A′-movement of wh-adjuncts.  
Rizzi (1990, 2001) points out that wh-adjuncts originate in a higher position than VP.  
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In particular, the wh-adjunct why and its equivalent in other languages are assumed to be 
externally merged in the left periphery of the clause (Hornstein 1995, Ko 2005, 
Stepanov and Tsai 2008, Thornton 2008).  If wh-adjuncts are first externally merged 
outside VP-ellipsis sites or the targets of VP anaphora, we expect that A′-movement of 
wh-adjuncts is allowed in both VP-ellipsis and VP anaphora contexts.  This 
expectation is borne out by the following examples. 
 
(12)  a.  I know why John reads this book, and why Bill doesn’t. 
         b.  I know why John reads this book, and why Bill doesn’t {do so/do it/     
            do that}. 
(13)  a.  I know how John goes to school, and how Bill does, too. 
         b.  I know how John goes to school, and how Bill {does so/does it/        
            does that}, too. 
 
As illustrated by (12) and (13), it is possible to extract wh-adjuncts in these contexts.  
As a result, the contrast between A′-extraction of the internal argument and that of the 
adjunct suggests that the anaphoric VPs are not syntactically present, but the VP-ellipsis 
sites are syntactically present.   
     Let us now turn to A-extraction from VP-ellipsis sites.  Consider the following 
examples.   
 
(14)  a.  Passivization 
            The vase was broken by the children, and the jar was, too. 
         b.  Subject Raising 
            Mary seems to be in love and Sue does, too. 
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In examples in (14), the subjects are traditionally assumed to have originated in a 
position inside the VP-ellipsis site.   
 
(15)  a.  Passivization 
            The vase was broken by the children, and the jar was [VP broken t], too. 
         b.  Subject Raising 
            Mary seems to be in love and Sue does [VP seem [TP t to be in love]], too. 
 
In contrast, A-movement out of the target of VP anaphor is impossible.  For example, 
do so cannot be passivized and subject raising is not possible out of the site of do so.3 
 
(16)  a. Passivization 
           * The vase was broken by the children, and the jar was done so, too. 
         b. Subject Raising 
           * Louise seems to be walking quickly, and Candace does so, too. 
             [do so = seem to be walking quickly]            (Houser (2010: 22)) 
 
Thus, these examples suggest that there is full internal structure in the VP-ellipsis site.   
     In addition, head movement of a main verb out of VP-ellipsis sites is attested in a 
number of languages.  In chapter 3, I will argue that X0-extraction out of VP-ellipsis 
sites is also attested in English.   
 
1.3.3 Inverse Scope 
     Quantificational elements inside VP-ellipsis sites can take wide scope over 
elements outside the elided VPs (Sag 1976, Hirschbühler 1982, Fox 1995, 2000).  For 
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example, the example in (17) is ambiguous.   
 
(17)  A doctor examined every patient, and then a nurse did.  (∃>∀,∀>∃) 
                                                   (Merchant (2013a: 539)) 
 
On the other hand, VP anaphora does not allow the inverse scope reading. 
 
(18)  A doctor examined every patient, and then a nurse did it.  (∃>∀,*∀>∃) 
                                                   (Merchant (2013a: 539)) 
 
Under the standard assumption that inverse scope readings result from a covert 
movement process named Quantifier Raising (QR) (May 1985), (17) indicates that the 
QP every patient moves out of the elided VP.  Therefore, inverse scope provides 
further evidence for the presence of internal structure in VP-ellipsis sites. 
 
1.3.4 Constraints on Syntactic Movement  
     A number of linguists present data indicating that island violations persist under 
VP-ellipsis.4   
 
(19)  Complex NP Constraint, relative clause 
         a. * Abby DOES want to hire someone who speaks GREEK/a certain     
             Balkan language, but I don’t remember what kind of language she     
             DOESN’T [VP want to hire someone who speaks t]. 




         b. * Dogs, I understand, but cats, I don’t know a single person who does    
             [VP understand t].                          (Kennedy (2003: 30)) 
(20)  Complex NP Constraint, noun complement 
         * The dean’s office has issued a statement that it is willing to meet with     
           Students for a Democratic Society/a certain student group, but I’m not   
           sure which student group the provost’s office has [VP issued a statement  
           that it is willing to meet with t]              (Merchant (2008b: 144)) 
(21)  Left-branch 
         * Alex bought an expensive car, but I don’t know how expensive, Ben did   
           [VP buy [DP a t car]]         (Kennedy and Merchant (2000: 119, fn 23)) 
(22)  Coordinate Structure Constraint 
         a. * They got the president and thirty-seven Democratic Senators to agree to 
             revise the budget, but I can’t remember how many Republican ones   
             they DON’T [VP get the president and t].     (Merchant (2008b: 144)) 
         b. * BOB ate dinner and saw five movies that night, but he didn’t say how   
             many ABBY did [VP eat dinner and see t].    (Merchant (2008b: 144)) 
(23)  Adjuncts 
         a. * BEN will be mad if Abby talks to Mr. Ryberg, and guess who CHUCK  
             will [VP be mad if she talks to t].            (Merchant (2008b: 144)) 
 
         b. * Ben left the party because Charlene/some guest insulted him, but God   
             only knows which guest ABBY did [VP leave the party because t      
             insulted him].                          (Merchant (2008b: 144)) 
         c. * We left before they started playing party games.  What did you leave   
             before they did [VP start playing t]?        (Chung et al. (1995: 275)) 
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(24)  Subject Condition 
         * Abby DID say that a biography of HARPO is going to be published this   
           year - guess which Marx brother she DIDN’T [VP say that a biography of t 
           is going to be published this year].            (Merchant (2008b: 143)) 
(25)  Wh-Island 
         * Sandy was trying to work out which students would be able to solve a    
           certain problem, but she wouldn’t tell us which one she was [VP trying to 
           work out which students would be able to solve t]. 
                                                 (Merchant (2008b: 139b)) 
 
     In addition, Lasnik (2001) points out that the COMP-trace effect, which is one of 
Merchant’s PF islands, persists under VP-ellipsis.   
 
(26)  a. * It appears that a certain senator will resign, but which senator it does    
     [VP appear that t will resign] is still a secret.       (Lasnik (2001: 317)) 
         b. * Sally asked if somebody was going to fail Syntax One, but I can’t      
             remember who she did [VP ask if t was going to fail Syntax One]. 
                                                      (Lasnik (2001: 317)) 
 
Since the locality constraints on syntactic movement also persist under VP-ellipsis, we 
can conclude that the VP-ellipsis site contains full internal structure at narrow syntax.   
     If we adopt the LF copying approach, which assumes full internal structure in 
ellipsis sites only at the level of LF, this island-sensitivity would be unexpected.  In 
contrast, PF deletion approach correctly predicts the island-sensitivity in the VP-ellipsis 
contexts.  Consequently, the PF deletion approach is superior to the LF copying 
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approach.  Thus, this dissertation adopts the PF deletion approach to VP-ellipsis and 
investigates two separate conditions on ellipsis: licensing and recoverability. 
 
1.4   Two Conditions on Ellipsis 
1.4.1 Licensing 
     It is widely known that ellipsis is subject to two separate conditions: licensing and 
recoverability.  First, VP-ellipsis is permitted only in certain syntactic environments.  
That is, even when an elided VP is identical with an antecedent VP, ellipsis is not 
always allowed.   
 
(27)  a.   John didn’t leave, but Mary did [VP leave]. 
         b. * John didn’t leave, but Mary [VP left]. 
 
It has been widely stated that an elided VP must be introduced by an overt auxiliary 
verb (Bresnan 1976, Sag 1976, Potsdam 1997b, Johnson 2001).  Since the auxiliary 
appears in T, it is widely assumed that the functional category T licenses an elided VP 
(Zagona 1982, 1988a, 1988b, Lobeck 1987a, 1990, 1995).   
     In chapter 2, I will show that the functional category v can also license an elided 
VP and argue that there are two types of VP-ellipsis in English. 
 
1.4.2 Recoverability 
     Secondly, an elided constituent must be recoverable from the context.  That is, 
an elided VP requires a salient linguistic antecedent.  For example, the elliptical 




(28)  [Uttered out of the blue:] 
         # I know Theano has.                          (Aelbrecht (2010: 11)) 
 
It is clear that an elided VP and its antecedent have to be identical in some sense for the 
ellipsis site to be recoverable.   
     Most of the work on recoverability has been concerned with clarifying the 
identity condition on ellipsis.  Merchant (2001) argues that ellipsis in general is 
conditioned purely by semantics.  However, the more recent works argue that syntax 
plays a crucial role in ellipsis (Merchant 2008a; 2013b, 2013c, Tanaka 2011a, 2011b, 
Chung 2013).  Evidence for the syntactic identity condition comes from verbal 
morphology.  For example, the elliptical sentence in (29) is ill-formed, even if an 
elided VP is semantically identical with its antecedent.   
 
(29)  * John [is a good teacher], and Mary will [be a good teacher] too. 
 
If the elided VP is morphosyntactically identical with its antecedent, VP-ellipsis is 
well-formed. 
 
(30)  John will [be a good teacher], and Mary will [be a good teacher] too. 
 
Therefore, the second condition requires that there be an antecedent that is salient and 
fits sufficiently well into the ellipsis site. 
     In chapter 3, I further explore the interaction between verb movement and 
VP-ellipsis.  Establishing that the copula (or main verb) be moves out of the 
VP-ellipsis site, I will argue that an elided V0 trace/copy is also subject to the 
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morphosyntactic identity condition on ellipsis, which requires that functional verbs as 
well as lexical ones enter the syntactic derivation bare and acquire their inflection in the 
course of the derivation.  Under the assumption that the copula be is introduced into 
the syntactic derivation bare, VP-ellipsis permits morphological mismatch as shown in 
(31).   
 
(31)  a.  You are a good teacher, and John is too. 
         b.  You are [VP  a good teacher], and John is [VP  a good teacher] too. 
 
Thus, VP-ellipsis is subject to the morphosyntactic identity condition.   
 
1.5   Overview of This Thesis 
     In this dissertation, I will defend the idea that VP-ellipsis sites contain syntactic 
structure that is elided at PF component and that it is subject to the strict 
morphosyntactic identity condition.   
    I begin in Chapter 2 by reviewing the licensing condition on ellipsis that is put 
forward by Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and Murasugi (1990).  This condition 
requires that an ellipsis site be the complement of the functional categories (C, T, D) 
whose specifier positions are filled.  I will propose that this licensing condition also 
holds for the functional category v.  As a consequence, the revised licensing condition 
expects that there are two types of VP-ellipsis: one is the deletion of vP, which is 
licensed in the functional category TP, and the other is the deletion of VP, which is 
licensed in the functional category vP.  I will provide three arguments for the presence 
of two types of VP-ellipsis.   
    Chapter 3 investigates the interaction between VP-ellipsis and verb movement.  
16 
 
Akmajian and Wasow (1975) first propose a rule of be-shift (be-raising), which moves 
the copula (main verb) be from the VP to some higher functional projection under 
certain circumstances.  Establishing that the copula be moves out of the VP-ellipsis site, 
I argue that VP-ellipsis sites contain full syntactic structure that is deleted at PF.  
Furthermore, I will argue that an elided V0 trace/copy is subject to strict 
morphosyntactic identity condition on ellipsis.  In order to satisfy the identity 
condition, functional verbs as well as lexical ones are introduced into syntactic 
structures bare and acquire their inflection in the course of the derivation.   
     Finally, chapter 4 explores further consequences of the licensing condition on 
ellipsis.  The Spec condition discussed in chapter 2 requires each specifier position to 
be filled to license the ellipsis of its complement.  It follows from this condition that 
the subject expletive there moves from the Spec of vP to the Spec of TP.  I will provide 




Notes to Chapter 1 
 
1.   This dissertation does not go into the detail of other ellipsis phenomena.  See 
Ross (1969b) and Merchant (2001) for the internal syntax of sluicing (TP-deletion) and 
Merchant (2004, 2007) for that of fragment answer (TP-deletion). 
 
2.   Sag (1976) first argues that A′-extraction out of a VP-ellipsis site is generally 
banned.  However, Schuyler (2001) and Merchant (2008b) argues against Sag’s 
argument and point out that A′-extraction out of a VP-ellipsis site is not generally 
banned, but it is subject to certain focusing requirements.  Schuyler (2001) claims that 
there must be a contrastively focused expression in the c-command domain of the 
extracted phrase. 
 
3.   Although do so anaphor is incompatible with passivization and subject raising, it is 
compatible with unaccusative verbs. 
 
    (i) a.  Do so anaphor 
          The river will freeze solid, and the lake does so, too. 
       b.  VP-ellipsis 
          The river will freeze solid, and the lake does, too. 
 
Under the assumption that any kind of extraction out of the site of do so is impossible, 
the lake does not move out of the site of do so, but it is externally merged outside of do 





    (ii)        TP 
           3 
         the lakei    T′ 
               3 
               T       vP 
                   3 
                   ti       v′ 
                       3 
                       v      VP 
                           6 
                            does so 
 
Since it is unclear whether the DP moves out of the site of do so in unaccusative 
constructions, I leave the issue open for further research. 
 
4.   See Sag (1976), Haïk (1987), Chung et al. (1995), Merchant (2001, 2008b), Lasnik 





Two Types of VP-Ellipsis* 
 
 
2.1   Introduction 
     This chapter investigates the interaction between the licensing condition on 
ellipsis and the size of VP-ellipsis.  Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and Murasugi 
(1990) argue that an ellipsis site is the complement of the functional categories (C, D, T) 
and the deletion of the complement is allowed only when its Spec position is filled.  I 
propose that this licensing condition on ellipsis is extended to the functional category v 
and claim that there are two types of VP-ellipsis: one is vP-deletion, which is licensed in 
the functional category TP, and the other is VP-deletion, which is licensed in the 
functional category vP.  I argue that the proposed analysis of VP-ellipsis is supported 
by the consideration of inversion constructions, voice mismatch and VP-ellipsis in 
infinitival clauses. 
     This chapter is organized as follows.  I begin in section 2.2 by summarizing the 
licensing condition on ellipsis that is proposed by Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and 
Murasugi (1990), and point out their inadequacies.  Section 2.3 claims that the 
licensing condition on ellipsis can be extended to the functional category v.  Section 
2.4 provides three arguments for the claim that there are two types of VP-ellipsis.  
Section 2.5 deals with pseudogapping, which is considered as an instance of VP-ellipsis.  





2.2   The Licensing Condition on Ellipsis 
2.2.1 Previous Analyses 
     Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and Murasugi (1990) argue that an ellipsis site is 
the complement of the functional categories (C, D, T) and the deletion of the 
complement is allowed only when its Spec position is filled.1  This is schematized as 
in (1). 
 
(1) a.  Sluicing         b.  VP-Ellipsis        c.  NP-Ellipsis (‘Nʹ’-Ellipsis) 
              CP                 TP                  DP 
           3          3           3 
          XP       Cʹ         XP       Tʹ          XP       Dʹ 
               3          3           3 
               C      TP          T      VP           D      NP 
 
The generalization covers a wide range of ellipsis phenomena.  First of all, let us 
consider sluicing.  Sluicing is the name given by Ross (1969b) to the elliptical 
phenomenon exemplified in (2), in which an interrogative clause is reduced to 
containing only a wh-phrase.   
 
(2) John bought something, but I don’t know what. 
 
Generally, sluicing is analyzed as TP-deletion (Merchant 2001).   
 
(3) John bought something, but I don’t know [CP whati [Cʹ C [TP he bought ti]]]. 
 
TP-deletion is licensed in certain environments.  As is first pointed out by Ross 
(1969b), sluicing can never operate on embedded whether-clauses, as the sentences in 
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(4) show.   
 
                                                       when 
                                                       why 
(4) * Ralph knows that I went, but his wife doesn’t know     where     . 
                                                how 
                                               *whether 
                                                   (Ross (1969b: 272)) 
 
The same holds for the Wh-complementizer if. 
 
(5) * The Pentagon leaked that it would close the Presidio, but no-one knew for  
  sure [CP [Cʹ if [TP it would close the Presidio]]].      (Merchant (2001: 56)) 
 
The non-Wh-complementizers that and for also fail to license the null TP complements.  
 
(6) a. * She was there, but Ben didn’t know [CP [Cʹ that [TP she was there]]]. 
                                                    (Merchant (2001: 56)) 
       b. * Sue asked Bill to leave, but for [CP [Cʹ for [TP him to leave]]] would be     
           unexpected.                                  (Lobeck (1995: 46)) 
 
The same is true for other complementizers, such as before and while. 
 
(7) a. * John talked to Bill, but [CP [Cʹ before [TP John talked to Bill]]], Mary     
    called. 
       b. * Mary ate peanuts during the game, and [CP [Cʹ while [TP she ate  peanuts]]], 
           the home team made four runs.                  (Lobeck (1995: 56)) 
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In addition, null TPs are not licensed by the lexical verbs believe and seem. 
 
(8) a. * Even though Mary doesn’t believe [TP Hortense to be crasy], Sue expects  
    Hortense to be crazy. 
       b. * John appears to be smart, and Mary also seems [TP to be smart]. 
                                                      (Lobeck (1995: 56)) 
 
The ungrammaticality of ellipsis in (4)-(8) suggests that TP-deletion is subject to strict 
licensing and identification requirements.  It is safe to say that TP-deletion (sluicing) is 
licensed only when the Spec of CP is filled by a wh-phrase.  If there is no element in 
the Spec of CP, the null TP is not licensed.2 
 
(9) a.  TP-deletion               b. * TP-deletion 
                CP                               CP 
             3                        3 
          wh-phrase   Cʹ                       C        TP 
                 3                   !      
                 C      TP               whether/if 
                                         that/for 
                                        before/while 
                                            Ø 
 
     Now, let us turn to NP-ellipsis.  Some examples of NP-ellipsis are given below. 
 
(10)  a.   The fact that [DP John’s [D′ D [NP analysis]]] was poorly presented made  
     the committee adopt Mary’s analysis instead. 
        b.   The students attended the play but [DP most/some/all/each/two [D′ D        
            [NP students]]] went home disappointed.          (Lobeck (1995: 42)) 
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As shown in (10), NP-ellipsis is licensed if the Spec of DP is filled by a genitive DP or 
quantifiers.  In contrast, if there is no element in the Spec of DP, NP-ellipsis is not 
allowed.  This is illustrated in (11). 
 
(11)  a. * Mary toyed with the idea of buying a windsurfer, then decided she didn’t 
     want [DP [D′ a [NP windsurfer]]] after all.           (Lobeck (1995: 44)) 
        b. * Both students attended the rally, and [DP [D′ the [NP students]]] felt it was   
            important.                                  (Lobeck (1995: 89)) 
        c. * Mary likes your book but Bill likes [DP [D′ their/her/our [NP book(s)]]]. 
                                                      (Lobeck (1995: 90)) 
 
Abney (1987) argues that determiners and possessive pronouns are not in the Spec of 
NP, but are in the D head.  Thus, the contrast between (10) and (11) shows that 
NP-ellipsis is licensed only when the Spec of DP is filled.   
 
(12)  a.  NP-ellipsis                 b. * NP-ellipsis 
                 DP                            DP 
              3                     3 
            John’s     Dʹ                   D        NP 
             QP   3                !      
                  D      NP               a/the       
                                        their/her/our 
 
     Finally, the licensing condition on ellipsis in (1) can be extended to VP-ellipsis.   
 




Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and Murasugi (1990) argue that VP-ellipsis is licensed 
in the same way as sluicing and NP-ellipsis.  They argue that the deletion of VP is 
licensed only when the Spec of TP is filled by a subject.   
 
(14)   VP-ellipsis 
           TP 
           3 
          Mary     Tʹ 
               3 
               T      VP 
               !   6 
              did     leave 
 
Under the analysis, the VP-ellipsis site is the complement of the functional category T.  
One argument for (14) concerns the fact that ellipsis can target auxiliary verbs.  For 
instance, the passive be and the progressive be can be elided under VP-ellipsis.3   
 
(15)  a.  John will be arrested, but Mary won’t [be arrested]. 
     b.  John has been arrested, but Mary hasn’t [been arrested]. 
        c.  John was being arrested at that time, and Mary was [being arrested], too. 
(16)  a.  John will be sleeping, but Mary won’t [be sleeping]. 
        b.  John has been sleeping, and Mary has [been sleeping] too. 
 
Based on the fact that auxiliaries can be contained in the VP-ellipsis site, Lobeck (1990, 
1995) and Saito and Murasugi (1990) analyze VP-ellipsis as ellipsis of the entire 
complement of T, and argue that it is licensed by the functional category T whose Spec 




(17)        TP 
           3 
          Subj      Tʹ 
               3        the domain of ellipsis 
               T      Aux 
                    3 
                    Aux    VP 
                        6 
 
Consequently, Spec must be filled in narrow syntax to permit the ellipsis of its 
complement.   
 
2.2.2 The VP-Shell Structure and Phases 
     We have seen that the licensing condition on ellipsis in (1) deals with a wide 
range of ellipsis phenomena.  As for VP-ellipsis, Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and 
Murasugi (1990) argue that the ellipsis of VP is allowed only when the Spec of TP is 
filled by a subject. 
     However, their analyses do not take into consideration the VP-shell structure 
(Larson 1988, 1990, Koizumi 1995) and the VP-internal subject hypothesis (Fukui and 
Speas 1986, Kitagawa 1986, Kuroda 1988, Koopman and Sportiche 1991 and others).  
Within the minimalist framework, it is generally assumed that VPs have a complex 
structure, comprised of an inner VP and an outer vP, and subjects originating in the Spec 







(18)        vP 
          3 
         Subj      vʹ 
              3 
              v      VP 
                  3 
                  V     Obj 
 
Given these assumptions, there arises a question of whether the functional category v 
can permit ellipsis of its complement when the Spec of vP is filled by a subject.  If the 
ellipsis licensing condition in (1) is extended to the functional category v, the 
VP-ellipsis example in (13) can be analyzed as ellipsis of VP.   
 
(19)  a. John didn’t leave, but Mary did. 
     b.        TP 
             3 
            Maryi     Tʹ 
                 3 
                 T       vP 
                 !    3 
                did    ti       vʹ 
                          3     the domain of ellipsis 
                          v      VP 
                               5 
                                leave 
 
In (19), ellipsis of VP is licensed by the functional category v whose Spec is filled by 
the trace of the subject Mary.   
     In addition, Gengel (2007a, 2007b, 2009) provides a similar approach to 
VP-ellipsis in terms of the Phase Theory advanced by Chomsky (2000 et seq.).  Within 
the current Minimalist framework (Chomsky 2000 et seq.), syntactic objects are 
transferred to the phonological and semantic components at the particular stages called 
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phases, which are identified with the propositional categories CP and (transitive) vP.  
More specifically, at the end of each phase, the complement of the phase head (C or v) 
undergoes an operation of Transfer by which the relevant structure is transferred and 
evaluated at the phonological and semantic components.  Here, I use the term Spell-out, 
which was originally understood as an operation stripping the phonological features of 
the computation to the PF-interface, to refer to Transfer, and use the term Spell-out 
domain to refer to the constituents that are mapped to the phonological component by 
Spell-out. 
 
(20)       HP 
          3 
         ZP       Hʹ 
              3      the Spell-out domain 
              H      YP 
                       
                       
         H = C or v 
 
     Gengel (2007a, 2007b, 2009) claims that the domain of ellipsis corresponds to the 
Spell-out domain.4  According to the phasal approach to ellipsis, ellipsis is considered 
as an instance of non-Spell-out of syntactic structure.  Thus, the VP-ellipsis example in 









(21)  a.  John didn’t leave, but Mary did. 
     b.       TP 
             3 
            Maryi     Tʹ 
                 3 
                 T       vP 
                 !   3 
                did   ti       vʹ 
                         3    non-Spell-out 
                         v      VP 
                              5 
                               leave 
 
Under the phase-based analysis, VP-ellipsis is considered as ellipsis of VP instead of 
ellipsis of vP.5  Consequently, the deletion of a lower VP is predicted by both the 
licensing condition on ellipsis and the Phase Theory.   
     Thus, from the theoretical and empirical perspectives, two types of VP-ellipsis are 
expected in English.  Theoretically, the deletion of the VP is expected to occur in the 
vP domain.  This kind of VP-ellipsis targets the VP, so I call it VP-deletion. 
 
(22)  VP-deletion 
             TP 
         3 
        Subj      Tʹ 
             3 
             T       vP 
                 3 
                 tSubj     vʹ 
                     3 
                     v      VP 
 
Empirically, the deletion of the entire complement of T is expected to occur in the TP 
domain.  The relevant examples are repeated here as (23) and (24). 
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(23)  a.  John will be arrested, but Mary won’t [be arrested]. 
     b.  John has been arrested, but Mary hasn’t [been arrested]. 
        c.  John was being arrested at that time, and Mary was [being arrested], too. 
(24)  a.  John will be sleeping, but Mary won’t [be sleeping]. 
        b.  John has been sleeping, and Mary has [been sleeping] too. 
 
This kind of VP-ellipsis has been already assumed by Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito 
and Murasugi (1990) and others.  I call this type of ellipsis vP-deletion. 
 
(25)  vP-deletion 
             TP 
          3 
         Subj      Tʹ 
              3 
              T      vP 
 
In this chapter, I will argue for the two types of VP-ellipsis by considering both the 
licensing condition and the syntactic identity condition on ellipsis.   
 
2.3   Proposal 
     I propose that the licensing condition on ellipsis in (1) is extended to the 
functional category v, yielding two types of VP-ellipsis.  One is vP-deletion, which is 
licensed in the functional category TP and the other is VP-deletion, which is licensed in 






(26)  a.  vP-deletion            b.  VP-deletion 
               TP                      TP 
            3               3 
           Subj      Tʹ              Subj      Tʹ 
                3               3 
                T      vP < PF-deletion  T       vP 
                    3               3 
                    tSubj     v′               tSubj     v′ 
                        3               3 
                        v      VP               v      VP < PF deletion 
                            3               3 
                            V      Obj              V      Obj 
 
I assume with Merchant (2001) that VP-ellipsis is derived by PF-deletion under the 
syntactic identity condition.6  In (26a), the deletion of the complement is allowed only 
when the Spec of TP is filled by a subject.  On the other hand, in (26b), the deletion of 
the complement is allowed only when the Spec of vP is filled by a subject in the course 
of the derivation.  Here, I assume with Embick and Noyer (2001) that main verbs in 
English do not move to v, but remain in V in narrow syntax.7  Thus, the main verb 
cannot move out of the site of VP-deletion.8   
 
(27)  a. * John solved the problem, and Bill solved [the problem], too. 
 b.        TP 
      3 
     Bill      Tʹ 
          3 
          T       vP 
                      3 
                      ti       vʹ 
                          3 
                          v      VP  
                          :  6 
                          ! solved the problem 
                          z=m 
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In addition, ellipsis of the complement of V is impossible because the VP is not a 
functional category, but a lexical category.  Since lexical categories fail to satisfy the 
licensing condition on ellipsis, the ellipsis of the complement of V is not allowed.   
 
(28)  * Ellipsis of the complement of V 
                TP 
             3 
            Billi      Tʹ 
                 3 
                 T       vP 
                Past  3 
                     ti       vʹ 
                         3 
                         v      VP 
                             3 
                             V      DP 
                             !   6 
                            solve the problem 
 
     The proposed analysis can straightforwardly account for the fact that floating 
quantifiers may follow the auxiliary in VP-ellipsis contexts.9   
 
(29)  ? I think that some of the boys have done the assignment, but I’m pretty sure 
   that they haven’t all [done the assignment].      (Baker (1981: 313, fn.6)) 
 
Sportiche (1988) argues that a floating quantifier is an adjunct to a subject NP and when 






(30)  a.  The children can all do it.                     (Sportishe (1988: 441)) 
        b.         TP 
               3 
           The childreni  T′ 
                   3 
                   T      vP 
                      3 
                     QP       v′ 
                   5 3 
                    all ti   v      VP 
                              3 
                             V       DP 
                             !     5 
                             do       it 
 
Sportiche’s (1988) analysis of floating quantifiers gives (30) the following structure.  
 
(31)   I’m pretty sure that     TP 
                         3 
                        theyi      T′ 
                             3 
                             T       vP 
                          haven’t  3 
                                 QP       v′ 
                               5 3 
                                all ti   v      VPE 
                                          3 
                                          V       DP 
                                          !    6 
                                         done  the assignment 
 






(32)  I think that some of the boys have done the assignment, 
        a.    but I’m pretty sure that they haven’t all done the assignment. 
        b.  * but I’m pretty sure that they haven’t done the assignment all. 
                                                  (Baker (1981: 313, fn. 6)) 
 
If VP-ellipsis does not take place, the quantifier all can be stranded only in the preverbal 
position.  Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the quantifier remains in the Spec of vP 
in (30).  Consequently, VP-ellipsis in (30) is considered as an instance of VP-deletion.   
     Next, let us turn to optionality in the size of a VP-ellipsis site.  As is first pointed 
out by Ross (1969a) and further discussed by Akmajian et al. (1979), the aspectual 
auxiliaries have and be may delete their complements.  For example, any of the 
variants given in (33) is possible. 
 
(33)  John couldn’t have been studying Spanish, 
        a.  but Bill could [have been studying Spanish]. 
        b.  but Bill could have [been studying Spanish]. 
        c.  but Bill could have been [studying Spanish]. 
                                                (Akmajian et al. (1979: 15)) 
 
Given that ellipsis is licensed by the functional categories whose specifier positions are 
filled, every head triggering ellipsis must have its Spec filled.  If this is the case, the 
subject Bill should move to each intermediate Spec position to permit the deletion of the 





(34)  Ellipsis Clause: 
              TP 
          3 
        Billi       T′ 
         :   3 
         ! could      vP3 
         !       3 
         z--- tʹʹi       v′ 
                  !  3 
                  ! have     vP2 
                  !      3 
                  z--  tʹi       v′ 
                         !   3 
                         !  been     vP1 
                         !       3 
                         z--- ti       v′ 
                                      3 
                                      v      VP 
                                          6 
                                          studying Spanish 
 
Thus, the deletion of VP is licensed in the functional projection vP1, that of vP1 in the 
vP2, that of vP2 in the vP3, and that of vP3 in the TP.   
 
(35)  John couldn’t have been studying Spanish, 
        a.  but Bill [TP could [vP3 have been studying Spanish]]. 
        b.  but Bill could [vP3have [vP2 been studying Spanish]]. 
        c.  but Bill could have [vP2 been [vP1/VP studying Spanish]]. 
 
     This structure is supported by the distribution of floating quantifiers.  The 
stranding analysis of floating quantifiers predicts that quantifiers should be stranded in 





(36)  a.  The neighbors must all have been sleeping. 
        b.  The neighbors must have all been sleeping. 
        c.  The neighbors must have been all sleeping. 
                                                   (McCawley (1998: 99)) 
 
Consequently, VP-ellipsis, illustrated in (33), is licensed once the subject moves to the 
intermediate Spec position in the course of the derivation.   
     The same reasoning is applied to VP-ellipsis in passive sentences.  VP-ellipsis 
may target the complement of the passive auxiliary be as in (37). 
 
(37)  One theory claims that they can’t be distinguished, 
        a.  while another claims that they can [be distinguished ti]. 
        b.  while another claims that they can be [distinguished ti]. 
                                                      (Levin (1986: 156)) 
 
Given the Spec requirement, the successive cyclic A-movement also takes place in 









(38)  Ellipsis Clause: 
        … while another claims that      TP 
                                 3 
                               theyi       T′ 
                                :   3 
                                !  can      vP 
                                !       3 
                                z--- tʹʹi       v′ 
                                         !  3 
                                         !  be     VP 
                                         !      3 
                                         !distinguished   DP 
                                         !          6 
                                         z------  tʹi 
 
In (38), VP-deletion is licensed once the internal argument moves to the Spec of vP in 
the course of the derivation.  The assumption that the internal argument moves through 
the Spec of vP is supported by the distribution of floating quantifiers, as well.   
 
(39)  a.   The children have all been vaccinated. 
        b. ? The children have been all vaccinated. 
                                                   (McCawley (1998: 99)) 
 
The contrast in (39) shows that the quantifier all may be stranded in the Spec of been.  
Thus, given the assumption that successive cyclic A-movement take place, the proposed 





2.4   Three Arguments for the Proposed Analysis 
2.4.1 Inversion Constructions 
     Although we have seen in the previous section that floating quantifiers may 
follow auxiliaries in VP-ellipsis contexts, subjects can also follow auxiliaries when 
VP-ellipsis takes place.  This is seen by inversion constructions.   
 
(40)  a.  ANNA ran much faster than could have MANNY. 
                                         (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 639)) 
        b.  Leslie had been there, and so had been Sandy. 
                                         (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 651)) 
        c.  Sandy has been very angry, as has been Leslie. 
                                         (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 652)) 
 
In (40), subjects follow more than one auxiliary in inversion constructions.  One might 
assume that the subject occupies the canonical subject position, the Spec of TP, in (40).  
If the Spec of TP is filled by the subject, two auxiliaries should move across the subject 
to C0.  However, this kind of movement is impossible in interrogatives.   
 
(41)  a. * Could have been Bill studying Spanish?         (Potsdam (1996: 40)) 
        b. * Has been Chuck flying longer?        (Niinuma and Park (2004: 435)) 
 
Thus, it is unreasonable to assume that the subject occupies the Spec of TP in (40).  To 
capture the word order in (40), we should adopt the VP-internal subject hypothesis.  
Given the VP-internal subject hypothesis, the elided constituents in (40) are VPs.  Here, 
I assume with Gergel (2008, 2010) that the Spec of TP is filled by a null expletive.13 
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(42)  a.  ANNA ran much faster than [CP couldi [TP  ti [vP2 have [vP1 MANNY      
    [VP e]]]]]. 
        b.  Leslie had been there, and so [CP hadi [TP  tʹi [vP3 ti [vP2 been [vP1 Sandy    
           [VP e]]]]]]. 
        c.  Sandy has been very angry, as [CP hasi [TP  tʹi [vP3 ti [vP2 been [vP1 Leslie    
           [VP e]]]]]]. 
 
Indeed, the structures of (42) are supported by the distribution of floating quantifiers.   
     Given Sportiche’s analysis of floating quantifiers, which was discussed in the 
previous section, we expect that the quantifier all cannot appear to the right of the 
subject in the inversion construction.  This prediction is borne out by the following 
examples. 
 
(43)  Comparative inversion 
     a. * All the girls will be angry much longer than will be the boys all. 
        b.   All the girls will be angry much longer than will be all the boys. 
(44)  So-inversion 
        a. * The teacher has been there, and so have been the students all. 
        b.   The teacher has been there, and so have been all the students. 
(45)  As-inversion 
        a. * All the girls will be very angry, as will be the boys all. 
        b.   All the girls will be very angry, as will be all the boys. 
 
My informant points out that the quantifier all cannot appear to the right of the subject 
in the inversion constructions, while it can appear to the immediate left of the subject in 
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the inversion constructions.14  Thus, the contrasts between a- and b-examples show 
that the subject does not move to the Spec of TP, but remains in the Spec of vP.   
     Although we have seen that the subject does not move to the Spec of TP, one 
might argue that the subject is extraposed to a sentence-final position in inversion 
constructions.  Given that the focused phrase moves to the IP-internal Focus Position 
(Jayaseelan 2001, Belletti 2004), the structural configuration in (42a) is represented as 
in (46).  For simplicity, I assume that the DP Manny moves to the right specifier 
position in the following tree. 
 
(46)  ANNA ran much faster than      CP 
                                 3 
                               couldj     TP 
                                     3 
                                          Tʹ 
                                         3 
                                         tj      FocP 
                                              3 
                                            Foc′   MANNYi 
                                         3 
                                        Foc      vP2 
                                              3 
                                             have     vP1 
                                                  3 
                                                  ti       v′ 
                                                      3 
                                                      v      VP 
                                                            5 
                                                             run   
 
     However, Culicover and Winkler (2008, 2013) provide an argument against the 
heavy-DP shift analysis.  The argument comes from the distribution of parasitic gaps 
(PG).  They show that while PGs do not appear in the heavy-shifted DP, PGs can 
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appear in the subject DP in the inversion construction.   
 
(47)  a. * a personi that Sandy gave money to ti after introducing tj to Otto       
     [DP some friends of pgi]j15  
        b.   a personi that Sandy gave more money to ti than would have [DP even   
            good friends of pgi]              (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 632)) 
 
Since PGs cannot appear in the heavy-shifted DP, this contrast indicates that the subject 
does not undergo heavy DP shift in the inversion construction.   
     In addition, we can see a similar contrast between the existential construction and 
Presentational There Insertion (PTI).  The latter is regarded as the counterpart of heavy 
DP shift for subjects in Rochemont and Culicover (1990).  While PGs cannot appear in 
the associate DP in the PTI, they may appear within the associate DP in the existential 
construction as in (48). 
 
(48)  a. * a personi that I didn’t recognize ti even though there was tj on the table   
     [DP a picture of pgi]j 
        b. ? a personi that I didn’t recognize ti even though there was [DP a picture of   
            pgi] on the table                (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 632)) 
 
Since PGs cannot appear within the heavy-shifted DP in PTI, (48) suggests that the 
subject does not undergo heavy DP shift in the existential constructions.  The results 
are compatible with the facts that we have seen in (47).  Since the subject in the 
inversion construction exhibits the same result as the vP-internal DP in the existential 
construction, we can draw the conclusion that the subject stays at the Spec of vP in the 
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inversion construction.  Consequently, two arguments support the structure of (42), 
repeated as (49).   
 
(49)  a.  ANNA ran much faster than [CP couldi [TP  ti [vP2 have [vP1 MANNY      
    [VP e]]]]]. 
        b.  Leslie had been there, and so [CP hadi [TP  tʹi [vP3 ti [vP2 been [vP1 Sandy    
           [VP e]]]]]]. 
        c.  Sandy has been very angry, as [CP hasi [TP  tʹi [vP3 ti [vP2 been [vP1 Leslie    
           [VP e]]]]]]. 
 
    Since the subjects in the Spec of vP survive VP-ellipsis, we conclude that deletion 
targets a VP instead of a vP in inversion constructions.  In addition, the inversion 
construction clearly indicates that VP-ellipsis in (49) meets the licensing condition on 
ellipsis in (1), because ellipsis is licensed by the functional category v whose specifier 
position is filled by an overt subject. 
 
2.4.2 Voice Mismatch 
     Evidence for the two types of VP-ellipsis comes from voice mismatch.  It is well 
known that voice mismatch is allowed in VP-ellipsis.  This is illustrated in (50), in 
which the passive phrase is elided based on the active antecedent.   
 
(50)  Someone should replace the bulb in the staircase, but iti can’t be [replaced ti] 
 because it’s jammed.                            (Rouveret (2012: 955)) 
 
    While voice mismatch is allowed in VP-ellipsis, it is not allowed in sluicing.16   
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(51)  * Someone shot Ben, but I don’t know by whom.    (Merchant (2001: 35)) 
 
It has been assumed that the elided constituent should be identical to its antecedent in 
terms of the semantics or syntax.  For theories that posit a purely semantic identity 
based on entailment relations (Merchant 2001), the ungrammaticality of (51) is 
problematic because active and passive clauses are mutually entailing, satisfying the 
semantic identity condition on ellipsis.  Thus, the semantic identity expects that (51) 
should be grammatical.  Thus, the contrast between VP-ellipsis and sluicing suggests 
that ellipsis is sensitive to syntactic form, not merely to semantic form.  For theories 
that posit a purely syntactic identity, the grammaticality of (50) seems to be problematic 
because two VP are apparently not structurally identical.  However, assuming that the 
head that determines the voice properties of the clause is external to the target of 
VP-ellipsis, we can account for the grammaticality of VP-ellipsis in (50), keeping the 
syntactic identity condition on ellipsis intact.   
     Following Kratzer (1996), I assume that the voice morphology of a clause on a 
verb is a morphological reflex of a syntactic agreement between the verbal head and the 
functional head that determines the voice properties of the clause.  Specifically, this 
functional projection is assumed to be located over the VP and the external argument is 
introduced to its specifier position, as schematized in (52). 
 
(52)                VoiceP 
             3 
          external     Voice′ 
          argument  3 
                  VoiceP    VP 
                        3 
                        V       … 
                                                     (Kratzer (1996: 132)) 
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For illustrative purposes, I use v to represent voice, instead of Voice.  This assumption 
gives (50) the following schematized representation. 
 
(53)  a.  Someone should replace the bulb in the staircase, but iti can’t be because 
    it’s jammed. 
 b.  Antecedent Clause: 
                     TP 
                  3 
             Someonei      T′ 
                      3 
                    should     vP 
                           3 
                           ti       v′ 
                               3 
                               v       VPA 
                             [active] 3 
                                   replace    DP 
                                         6 
                                         the bulb in the staircase 
        c.  Ellipsis Clause: 
                      TP2 
                  3 
                TP1      because it’s jammed 
             3 
             iti       T′ 
                 3 
                can’t     vP 
                     3 
                     tʹi       v′ 
                         3 
                         v       VPE 
                         !    3 
                         be  replace   DP 
                      [passive]      5 




Given that the voice head is external to the target of VP-ellipsis, the antecedent VP in 
(53b) is identical to the elided VP in (53c), so that VP-ellipsis satisfies the syntactic 
identity condition.  Moreover, VP-ellipsis can satisfy the identity condition on ellipsis 
in terms of the verbal morphology under the assumption that affix-hopping is not 
applied to the passive morpheme -en in syntax, but rather the affix -en is introduced by 
a later morphological rule (Pullum and Wilson 1977).  Thus, syntactic identity plays a 
crucial role in licensing VP-ellipsis.  In order for the elided constituent to be identical 
to its antecedent, the elided constituent satisfies the syntactic identity condition in a 
lower position than the voice head v.  Hence, voice mismatch is possible in 
VP-deletion.   
     Let us turn to the ungrammaticality of sluicing in (51), repeated here as (54).   
 
(54)  * Someone shot Ben, but I don’t know by whom.    (Merchant (2001: 35)) 
 
Merchant (2013c) assumes that the deletion of TP does not allow voice mismatches.  
This is because two TPs have different values for the voice feature, violating the 











(55)  a. * Someone shot Ben, but I don’t know by whom. 
        b.   Antecedent Clause: 
                     TPA 
                  3 
             Someonei      T′ 
                      3 
                      T       vP 
                     Past   3 
                           ti       v′ 
                               3 
                               v       VP 
                             [active] 3 
                                    V       DP 
                                    !     5 
                                   shot     Ben 
        c.  Ellipsis Clause: 
           I don’t know       CP 
                         3 
                      by whomj   C′ 
                             3 
                             C      TPE 
                                 3 
                                Beni      T′ 
                                     3 
                                    was      vP 
                                         3 
                                        vP       tj 
                                    3 
                                    tʹi       v′ 
                                        3 
                                        v       VP 
                                        !    3 
                                        twas  shot     DP 
                                     [passive]      5 
                                                     ti 
 
     According to Merchant’s analysis of voice mismatch, we predict that voice 
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mismatch is also impossible in vP-deletion because the voice head is internal to the 
elided projection.  This prediction is borne out by the following examples.   
 
(56)  a.   Someone should replace the bulb in the staircase, but it can’t be because 
     it’s jammed. 
     b. * Someone should replace the bulb in the staircase, but iti can’t because it’s 
         jammed.                                 (Rouveret (2012: 955)) 
 
The contrast in (56) shows that voice mismatch is impossible when the passive auxiliary 
be is included in the target of ellipsis.  Note that passive auxiliary be can be elided by 
VP-ellipsis as in (57). 
 
(57)  a.  One theory claims that they can’t be distinguished, while another claims  
    that they can [vP be distinguished]. 
        b.  One theory claims that they can’t be distinguished, while another claims  
           that they can be [VP distinguished]. 
                                                      (Levin (1986: 156)) 
 
Given that the VP-ellipsis can elide the vP whose head is the passive auxiliary be, the 
ungrammaticality of (56b) is attributed to the violation of the syntactic identity 
condition on ellipsis.  Thus, the ellipsis of the vP with a different value for the voice 
feature violates the syntactic identity condition on ellipsis.  Thus, the schematized 





(58)  a. * Someone should replace the bulb in the staircase, but iti can’t because it’s 
     jammed 
     b.  Antecedent Clause: 
                     TP 
                  3 
             Someonei      T′ 
                      3 
                    should     vPA 
                           3 
                           ti       v′ 
                               3 
                               v       VP 
                             [active] 3 
                                   replace    DP 
                                         6 
                                         the bulb in the staircase 
        c.  Ellipsis Clause: 
                     TP2 
                  3 
                TP1      because it’s jammed 
             3 
             iti       T′ 
                 3 
                can’t    vPE 
                     3 
                     tʹi       v′ 
                         3 
                         v       VP 
                         g     3 
                        be   replace    DP 
                     [passive]        5 
                                      ti 
 
As a result, voice mismatch is impossible in vP-deletion.  Consequently, voice 
mismatch supports the claim that there are two types of VP-ellipsis.  VP-deletion 
permits voice mismatch while vP-deletion does not.   
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2.4.3 VP-Ellipsis in Infinitival Clauses 
     Further evidence for two types of VP-ellipsis comes from the infinitival to, which 
is taken to be base-generated in T.  In the infinitival clauses, the Spec of TP is occupied 
by certain element.  In control infinitival clauses, an empty pronoun PRO occupies the 
specifier of TP, but in raising infinitival clauses the trace of the subject does.  Since 
infinitival clauses meet the licensing condition on ellipsis in (1), we expect that 
vP-deletion is also possible in infinitival clauses.   
     However, there is an asymmetry between control infinitivals and raising 
infinitivals.  As is pointed out by Martin (2001), control infinitivals allow VP-ellipsis 
while raising infinitivals do not.  This contrast is illustrated in (59) and (60).17 
 
(59)  a   Kim isn’t sure she can solve the problem, but she will try to. 
        b.   Rebecca wanted Jill to join the team, so Pam persuaded her to. 
                                                      (Martin (2001: 154)) 
(60)  a. * I consider Pam to like soccer, and I believe Rebecca to as well. 
                                                   (Martin (2001: 154)) 
        b. ?* John does not like math but Mary seems to. 
        c. ?* Harry may not be as happy as he appears to.       (Martin (2001: 162)) 
 
Even though the specifier of TP is filled by the trace of the subject, the functional 
category TP headed by the raising infinitival to cannot license vP-deletion.  Here, I 
assume with Postal (1974) and Lasnik and Saito (1991) that the subject of an embedded 
infinitival in an exceptionally Case-marking (ECM) construction moves to a position in 




(61)  a. * I consider Pam to like soccer, and I believe Rebeccai [TP ti to [vP e]] as   
     well. 
        b. ?* John does not like math but Maryi seems [TP ti to [vP e]]. 
        c. ?* Harry may not be as happy as hei appears [TP ti to [vP e]]. 
 
This suggests that the Spec requirement is a necessary but not sufficient condition for 
the functional head to elide its complement.18  The raising infinitivals do not have the 
ability to elide their complements.   
     In section 2.4.2, we have seen that VP-deletion is licensed by the passive 
auxiliary be.  Given that the passive auxiliary be have the ability to elide the 
complement, we expect that VP-ellipsis is possible if the raising infinitival to is 
followed by the passive auxiliary be.  This expectation is borne out by the following 
contrast.   
 
(62)  a.   The cake turned out to be done, even though it didn’t appear to be. 
        b. * The cake turned out to be done, even though it didn’t appear to. 
                                                      (Levin (1986: 140)) 
 
As shown in (62a), VP-ellipsis turns out to be possible if the raising infinitival to is 
followed by the passive auxiliary be.  Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the raising 
infinitival to fails to license vP-deletion but the passive auxiliary be can license 






(63)  a.   The cake turned out to be done, even though iti didn’t appear [TP tʹʹi to [vP 
     tʹi be [VP done ti]]]. 
        b. * The cake turned out to be done, even though iti didn’t appear [TP tʹʹi to [vP 
            tʹi be [VP done ti]]]. 
 
In (63a), the passive auxiliary be elides the complement of v, indicating VP-deletion.  
On the other hand, in (63b), the raising infinitival to elides the entire complement of T, 
indicating vP-deletion.   
    In this subsection, we have seen that VP-ellipsis is licensed by the element that 
typically appears in T.  Control infinitivals permit vP-deletion while raising infinitivals 
do not.  The latter does not allow vP-deletion, but VP-ellipsis turns out to be possible 
when the raising infinitial to is followed by the passive auxiliary be, which appears in v0.  
Thus, we conclude that VP-ellipsis is licensed not only in the functional category TP, 
but also in the functional category vP.  Therefore, infinitival clauses provide further 
evidence for the claim that there are two types of VP-ellipsis.   
 
2.5   Pseudogapping 
     So far, we have focused on “standard” cases of VP-ellipsis.  This section 
discusses pseudogapping, which is closely related to VP-ellipsis.  Some examples are 
given below. 
 
(64)  a.  John kissed Mary, and Bill did Anna.                (Stump (1977: 2)) 
        b.  Max spoke fluently, and Albert did haltingly.         (Stump (1977: 4)) 




Psudogapping was first identified and named by Stump (1977) and originally assumed 
to be a subtype of gapping,19 but since Jayaseelan (1990) it has been widely assumed 
that it is an instance of VP-ellipsis.  In most recent works, this construction is analyzed 
as VP-ellipsis with additional extraction of a VP-internal constituent to a position 
external to the ellipsis site.20  Here, I assume with Jayaseelan (2001) and Gengel (2007, 
2013) that the remnant moves to a clause-internal focus position FocP, which dominates 
the vP. 
 
(65)  a.  John kissed Mary, and Bill did Anna. 
        b.      TP 
            3 
           Bill      T′ 
                3 
                T      FocP 
               did    3 
                    Anna    Foc′ 
                         3 
                        Foc      vP 
                             3 
                             tBill      v′ 
                                 3 
                                 v      VP 
                                     3 
                                     V      DP 
                                     !    5 
                                    kiss    tAnna 
 
The clause-internal focus phrase is a functional projection and its specifier position is 
filled by a remnant.  Thus, the projection FocP satisfies the licensing condition on 
ellipsis as well.  If the licensing condition on ellipsis can be extended to the FocP, 
pseudogapping has two types of derivation.  One is the derivation that involves the 
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deletion of vP and the other is the derivation that involves the deletion of VP with prior 
movement of the remnant out of the ellipsis site.  Two analyses are represented as 
follows: 
 
(66)  a.  vP-deletion + focus movement 
               TP 
            3 
           Subj      T′ 
                3 
                T      FocP 
                    3 
              remnant(Obj)  Foc′ 
                        3 
                       Foc      vP 
                            3 
                            tSubj     v′ 
                                3 
                                v      VP 
                                    3 
                                    V      DP 
                                         5 












        b.  VP-deletion+ focus movement 
                TP 
            3 
           Subj      T′ 
                3 
                T      FocP 
                    3 
                   Obj     Foc′ 
                        3 
                       Foc      vP 
                            3 
                            tSubj     v′ 
                                3 
                                v      VP 
                                    3 
                                    V      DP 
                                         5 
                                            tObj 
 
The licensing condition on ellipsis expects that pseudogapping has two kinds of 
derivation, but it will be shown that pseudogapping does not have the derivation of 
(66a) but it is only derived by VP-deletion + focus movement.  I provide three 
arguments for (66b). 
 
2.5.1 Floating Quantifiers 
     First, the floating quantifier all can appear in pseudogapping as it can in 
VP-ellipsis. 
 
(67)  a.  VP-ellipsis 
             Many of them have turned in their assignment already, but they haven’t 
             all yet. 
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        b.  Pseudogapping 
           ? Many of them have turned in their assignment already, but they haven’t
             all yet their paper.                          (Tanaka (2011: 474)) 
 
Given the assumption that the quantifier all can be stranded in the Spec of vP, (67) 
suggests that the ellipsis site of pseudogapping is the VP. 
 
(68)  ? Many of them have turned in their assignment already, but 
          theyi haven’t    FocP 
                     3 
                    Foc′   their paperj 
                 3 
                 Foc     vP 
                     3 
                    vP      yet 
                3 
               QP       v′ 
             5 3 
              all ti   v      VP 
                        3 
                        V       DP 
                        !     5 
                      turned in    tj 
 
2.5.2 Voice Mismatch 
     Second, pseudogapping permits voice mismatches as well.21   
 
(69)  Passive antecedent, active ellipsis 
     a.  VP-ellipsis 




        b.  Pseudogapping 
           ? The new system can be used by anyone who could the older versions. 
                                                     (Tanaka (2011: 476)) 
(70)  Active antecedent, passive ellipsis 
     a.  VP-ellipsis 
        Actually, I have implemented it [= a computer system] with a manager,   
        but it doesn’t have to be. 
        b.  Pseudogapping 
           Actually, I have implemented it [= a computer system]] with a manager,  
           but it should have been by a computer technician. 
                                                      (Tanaka (2011:476)) 
 
Given that the syntactic identity is satisfied in a lower position than the voice head v, the 
missing constituents are identified as VP in pseudogapping.  To be precise, the 
structures of (69b) and (70b) are represented as (71) and (72), respectively. 
 
(71)  a.  Antecedent Clause: 
           The new systemi can    vP 
                           3 
                          vP    by anyone who … 
                      3 
                      tʹi       v′ 
                          3 
                          v       VP 
                          !    3 
                          be   V      DP 
                       [passive] !     5 




        b.  Ellipsis Clause: 
           ... by anyonei who could      FocP 
                                  3 
                         the older versionsj  Foc′ 
                                      3 
                                     Foc      vP 
                                          3 
                                          tʹi       v′ 
                                              3 
                                              v       VP 
                                           [active]  3 
                                                   V      DP 
                                                   !    5 
                                                   use      tj 
 
(72)  a.  Antecedent Clause: 
           Actually, Ii have   vP 
                        3 
                       vP     with a manager 
                    3 
                    ti       v′ 
                        3 
                        v       VP 
                     [active]  3 
                             V      DP 
                             !    5 











        b.  Ellipsis Clause: 
           ... but iti should have   FocP 
                           3 
                          Foc′  by a computer technicianj 
                       3 
                      Foc      vP 
                           3 
                          vP       tj 
                       3 
                       ti       v′ 
                           3 
                           v       VP 
                          been   3 
                        [passive] V      DP 
                                !    5 
                             implement   ti 
 
In (71), the antecedent VP is identical to the elided VP.  This is also true of (72).  
Thus, the voice mismatches are permitted even in pseudogapping.   
 
2.5.3 The Passive Auxiliary Be 
     Third and finally, the passive auxiliary be can be deleted in VP-ellipsis while it 
cannot in pseudogapping, as the contrast in (73) shows. 
 
(73)  a.  VP-ellipsis 
           One theory claims that they can’t be distinguished, while another claims  
           that they can (be).                             (Levin (1986: 156)) 
        b.  Pseudogapping 
           The roses can be carried by the girls and the lilies can *(be) by the boys. 




As we have seen in sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.3, the passive auxiliary be, which occupies 
the head of vP, permits the deletion of VP.  The fact that the passive auxiliary be 
obligatorily appears in pseudogapping indicates that the ellipsis site of pseudogapping is 
not vP, but rather VP.  As shown in (74), it is possible to elide the VP, but it is 
impossible to elide the vP. 
 
(74)  a.   The roses can be carried by the girls and the lilies can [vP be [VP carried]] 
     by the boys. 
        b. * The roses can be carried by the girls and the lilies can [vP be [VP carried]] 
            by the boys. 
 
Thus, we can conclude that pseudogapping is a specific case of VP-deletion, which is 
licensed in the vP. 
 
2.6   Conclusion 
     In this chapter, we have investigated the licensing condition on ellipsis.  I have 
proposed that the licensing condition on ellipsis, which was originally proposed by 
Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and Murasugi (1990), be extended to the functional 
category v and claimed that there are two types of VP-ellipsis.  One is vP-deletion, 
which is licensed in TP and the other is VP-deletion, which is licensed in vP.  Although 
recent research argues that VP-ellipsis elides a VP instead of vP, I have argued that the 
functional category T also has a role in licensing vP-deletion.  Therefore, there are two 




Notes to Chapter 2 
 
*  This chapter is a revised version of Sato (to appear) in English Linguistics (EL) 30. 
 
1.   More precisely, they argue that an ellipsis site must be the complement of a 
functional head which agrees with its specifier.  However, in this paper, I assume with 
Richards (2003) and Saito et al. (2008) that an ellipsis site must be the complement of a 
functional head with a specifier.  See Richards (2003) for the relevant discussion.  An 
anonymous EL reviewer asked why Spec must be filled in the narrow syntax to permit 
ellipsis and why the head permitting ellipsis must be a functional category.  I have no 
explanation of what is behind these requirements and how they can be implemented.  I 
will leave these issues for further research. 
 
2.   Merchant (2004, 2007) claims that fragmentary utterances such as (i) is a kind of 
TP-ellipsis and the derivation of (i) is parallel to that of sluicing. 
 
    (i) A: Who did she see? 
       B: John.                                     (Merchant (2004: 637)) 
 
Thus, (i) has the fully sentential syntactic structure where TP is deleted after 








    (ii)     CP 
        3 
       Johni     C′ 
            3 
            C      TP < PF deletion 
                6 
                 she see ti 
 
Since the representation of (ii) satisfies the licensing condition in (1), fragment answers 
are also subject to the licensing condition on (1). See Merchant (2004, 2007) for a 
detailed analysis of the fragmentary utterances. 
 
3.   There is some discussion as to whether or not the perfective have can be elided.  
Akmajian et. al (1979) and Thoms (2010) argue that the perfective have can be elided in 
VP-ellipsis contexts, but a number of authors argue that it cannot be elided in these 
contexts (see Lobeck 1987b, Zagona 1988a, 1988b, Wurmbrand 2012, Aelbrecht and 
Harwood 2013, Boskovic 2013).   
    Consider the following example. 
 
    (i) John might have worked hard, and Mary might too. 
 
As illustrated in (i), VP-ellipsis is allowed in the second conjunct.  However, my 
informant points out that the second conjunct means (iia), but not (iib).   
 
    (ii)  a.  Mary might work hard. 





Thus, the perfective have is not recovered in the VP-ellipsis site.  See Johnson (2001) 
and Wurmbrand (2012) for the relevant discussion. 
 
4.   According to the phasal approach to ellipsis, sluicing is analyzed as 
non-pronunciation of the Spell-out domain of the CP phase. 
 
(i)       CP 
         3 
        XP       Cʹ 
             3 
             C      TP < non- Spell-out 
 
Under the assumption that DPs constitute phases (Svenonius 2004, Hiraiwa 2005 and 
others), NP-ellipsis can be analyzed as non-pronunciation of the Spell-out domain the 
DP phase. 
 
(ii)      DP 
         3 
        XP       Dʹ 
             3 
             D      NP < non-Spell-out 
 
See also van Craenenbroeck (2010), Rouveret (2012), and Yoshida and Gallego (2012) 
for a phasal approach to ellipsis. 
 
5.   Gengel (2007a, 2007b, 2009) assumes that the Spell-out domain is the complement 
of the phase head, but Bošković (2013) and Harwood (2013b) claim that Spell-out 




assumption that the domain of ellipsis corresponds to the Spell-out domains, the latter 
expects that the entire phase can be elided.  Thus, if the vP phase itself is sent to the 
phonological component, it is possible to elide the entire vP.   
 
    (i)      TP 
         3 
        Subj      Tʹ 
             3 
             T       vP < Spell-out/ellipsis 
                 3 
                 tSubj     vʹ 
                     3 
                     v      VP 
 
As we have discussed above, the complement of T is the domain of VP-ellipsis under 
Lobeck’s analysis.  Thus, if the entire phase can undergo Spell-out, the phase-based 
analysis can deal with the examples that are accounted for by Lobeck’s and Saito and 
Murasugi’s analyses.   
    However, it is unclear whether the entire phase can undergo Spell-out and whether 
a phrase headed by an auxiliary verb constitutes a phase.  Thus, I do not assume the 
Phase Theory here. 
 
6.   An anonymous EL reviewer asked whether there is any relation between 
PF-deletion and the general trace/copy-deletion algorithm.  Johnson (2001) argues that 
VP-ellipsis is licensed through VP-Topicalization, on the basis of the fact that the 
licensing condition on VP-ellipsis displays striking parallelism with the licensing 
condition on VP-Topicalization.  See Authier (2011), Aelbrecht and Haegeman (2012) 




account for the fact that VP-ellipsis is not subject to island constraints.  In addition, it 
is not clear whether VP-ellipsis repairs a violation of the locality condition on 
movement.  Since Johnson’s analysis has several problems, I assume that VP-ellipsis is 
not derived through VP-Topicalization.  It is also not clear whether PF-deletion is 
associated with the trace/copy-deletion algorithm.  I will leave this issue for further 
research. 
 
7.   Chomsky (2000) and Boeckx and Stjepanović (2001) assume that head movement 
is a PF phenomenon.  Specifically, Boeckx and Stjepanović (2001) develop Lasnik’s 
(1995a, 1999a, 1999b) argument and argue that if V-movement is a PF (post-Spell-Out) 
phenomenon, then head movement and ellipsis become competing operations.  In other 
words, V either moves or is deleted.  Consequently, the view of head movement as a 
PF operation prevents a main verb from moving out of a VP-ellipsis site.   
    Yoshiaki Kaneko (personal communication) suggests that even if head movement 
occurs at PF, it is possible to extract V from the elided VP.  Indeed, this is assumed by 
Schoorlemmer and Temmerman (2012), who argue that Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis is 
derived by PF head movement of a main verb to a position outside the VP-ellipsis site.  
Thus, if we adopt PF head movement, we cannot account for the fact that a main verb in 
English cannot be stranded before a VP-ellipsis site.  Here, I do not adopt the PF head 
movement approach, but simply assume that a main verb in English remains in V and it 
merges with the affix on v or T at PF. 
 
8.   Although main verbs in English do not undergo V-to-v movement, the copula be or 




1975, Emonds 1978, Pollock 1989).  I will explore the interaction between VP-ellipsis 
and be-raising in Chapter 3.   
 
9.   Although example (29) seems to be less acceptable, Merchant (2008a) gives a 
grammatical sentence. 
 
    (i) Many of them have turned in their assignment already, but they haven’t yet all  
       [turned in their assignment].                      (Merchant (2008a: 176)) 
 
Hence, there is no problem to strand the quantifier all in a position immediately 
preceding an ellipsis site.   
 
10.  An anonymous EL reviewer asked what motivates the subject to undergo the 
successive cyclic A-movement.  I assume that the successive cyclic A-movement is 
required by the Shortest Move condition, which requires that each link of movement be 
minimal. 
 
11.  See Legate (2003) and Sauerland (2003) for arguments that the internal argument 
moves to the Spec of TP via the Spec of vP. 
 
12.  Although a trace of A-movement licenses ellipsis, a trace of A′-movement cannot.   
 
    (i) * John said that Mary bought something (at the store), but I don’t know whati    




Thus, this suggests that the Spec requirement is a necessary but not sufficient condition 
for the functional head to elide its complement.  I assume that the applicability of 
PF-deletion stems from the nature of the head.  I leave this issue for further research. 
 
13.  Culicover and Winkler (2008) do not adopt the idea that a null expletive occupies 
the Spec of TP in comparative inversion, but they argue that the EPP on T can be 
suspended under certain circumstances.  See Culicover and Winkler (2008) for the 
relevant discussion. 
 
14.  As pointed out by an anonymous EL reviewer, the acceptability also has to do with 
the relative weight of the subject and the auxiliary verbs.  Culicover and Winkler 
(2008) and Culicover (2013) argue that when the subject is “heavy,” inversion around 
the entire verbal cluster is possible, and even preferable.   
 
    (i) a. * Leslie had been there, and so had been I. 
                                         (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 651)) 
       b.   Leslie had been there, and so had been Sandy. 
                                         (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 651)) 
       c.   Leslie had been there, and so had been those demonstrators that you told 
           me about.                                (Culicover (2013: 104)) 
 
See Culicover and Winkler (2008) and Culicover (2013) for further examples and 





15.   Note that it is possible to have a parasitic gap within an object DP if the object 
does not undergo rightward movement. 
 
    (i) a personi that Sandy gave money to ti after introducing [DP some friends of pgi]  
       to Otto.                           (Culicover and Winkler (2008: 632)) 
 
16.   See Kehler (2000, 2002), Merchant (2008a, 2013c), Kim et. al (2011), Tanaka 
(2011b) and SanPietro (2012) for further examples and discussion. 
 
17.  For some speakers, there is no difference between control and raising infinitival 
complements in VP-ellipsis.  However, I assume with Martin (2001) and Epstein and 
Seely (2006) that although VP-ellipsis is legitimate in control infinitival clauses, it is not 
in raising infinitival clauses.  I leave for further research the question of how the 
proposed analysis accounts for variation among speakers. 
 
18.  An anonymous EL reviewer pointed out that the contrast between (59) and (60) can 
be accounted for by assuming that Spec-head agreement allows the functional head to 
elide its complement.  The functional category TP, headed by the control infinitival to, 
can license vP-deletion, because to agrees with PRO in order to check Null Case.  On 
the other hand, the functional category TP, headed by the raising infinitival to, cannot 
license vP-deletion, because to is not in an agreement relation with its specifier.  See 
Bošković (1997) and Martin (2001) for the relevant discussion.  However, as pointed 





    (i) a.  I will never be left alone unless I ask to ??(be).       (Levin (1986: 140)) 
       b.  The use of whistles can be effective, but only as effective as the community  
        wants them to *(be).                              (Levin (1986: 154)) 
 
These examples suggest that Spec-head agreement is a necessary but not sufficient 
condition for the functional head to elide its complement.  As we have mentioned 
above, the Spec requirement is also a necessary but not sufficient condition for the 
functional head to elide its complement.  Thus, we cannot conclude that Spec-head 
agreement is preferable to the Spec requirement.  I will leave the issue for further 
research.   
    In addition, if it is Spec-head agreement (not merely the presence of Spec) that 
allows the functional head to elide its complement, we expect that there must be some 
kind of agreement between the head v and its Spec to elide its complement VP.  
However, as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, it is not clear whether such 
agreement exists between the head v and its Spec.  Since this generalization on ellipsis 
remains to be explained, I will also leave this problem for further research. 
 
19.  See also Levin (1978, 1979) for early discussion. 
 
20.  The precise nature of the movement operation responsible for evacuating the 
remnant phrase out of the ellipsis site is a matter of much debate.  Jayaseelan (1990) 
proposes that the remnant phrase is right-adjoined to VP (or vP) by Heavy DP shift, but 
Lasnik (1995a) proposes that a remnant moves out of the ellipsis site by object shift.  




in the derivation of pseudogapping.  I will not go into the detail of the relevant 
operation.  See Gengel (2007a, 2013) for detailed discussion.  Here, I assume 
tentatively that the remnant phrase escapes from the ellipsis site by a movement 
operation in pseudogapping.   
 
21.  Voice mismatch in pseudogapping is first discussed by Stump (1977).  He argues 
that voice mismatch is disallowed in both VP-ellipsis and pseudogapping.  On the 
other hand, Merchant (2008a) claims that there is an asymmetry between VP-ellipsis 
and pseudogapping.  The former allows voice mismatch, but the latter does not.  
Based on the contrast, Merchant (2008a, 2013c) argues that VP-ellipsis targets VP, 
while pseudogapping targets vP, which determines the voice property of a clause. 
    However, several authors point out that pseudogapping permits voice mismatch.  
For example, Miller (1992) gives the grammatical pseudogapping example in (i) below. 
 
    (i) The arms were hidden by the rebels as a woman would (do) her most precious 
       jewels.                                           (Miller (1992: 94)) 
 
Coppock (2001) judges the pseudogapping example in (ii) to be marginally acceptable 
rather than ungrammatical. 
 
    (ii)  ? That should be explained to individual students by the TA, but the professor 
          will to the class in general.                       (Coppock (2001: 2)) 
 




that there is a contrast in pseudogapping and gapping. 
 
    (iii) a.  Pseudogapping 
           ? The budget cuts might be defended publicly by the chancellor, but     
             surely she wouldn’t her labor policies. 
        b.  Gapping 
           * The budget cuts might be defended publicly by the chancellor, but     
             surely the president, her labor policies. 
                                                      (Johnson (2004: 31)) 
 
Thus, these examples suggest that voice mismatch is not impossible in pseudogapping.   
    Here, I assume that pseudogapping permits voice mismatch, because it targets a 
lower projection than vP, whose head determines the voice property of a clause.  As for 
the unacceptable case of voice mismatch in pseudogapping, I assume with Kehler (2000, 
2002) and Tanaka (2011b) that it is due to a discourse factor.  See Gengel (2007a, 





VP-Ellipsis in Copular Clauses 
 
 
3.1   Introduction 
     This chapter investigates the interaction between verb movement and VP-ellipsis.  
It is well known that the copula (or main verb) be, which is able to raise to T, may be 
stranded before an ellipsis site.   
 
(1)  You are a good teacher, and John is too. 
 
There are two major approaches to the ellipsis illustrated in (1).  Akmajian and Wasow 
(1975) first argue that the ellipsis in (1) is an instance of VP-ellipsis, in which the 
copula be moves out of the VP-ellipsis site.  In contrast, Williams (1984), Baltin 
(1995) and McCawlay (1998) argue that the ellipsis in (1) is not an instance of 
VP-ellipsis, but it is an instance of DP-ellipsis.  The latter approach assumes that 
ellipsis can target the non-verbal predicate.  This chapter revisits the issue.  I will 
argue that DP/AP/PP-ellipsis is unavailable in English and that the effect of the 
stranding of be is attributed to be-raising followed by VP-ellipsis.  I show that the 
former approach straightforwardly accounts for the domain of ellipsis and the verbal 
identity requirement on VP-ellipsis.  Furthermore, I will argue that V0 traces/copies are 
subject to the strict morphosyntactic identity condition on ellipsis.  In order to satisfy 
the morphosyntactic identity condition, the functional verbs as well as the lexical ones 
enter the derivation bare and acquire their inflection in the course of the derivation. 
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    This chapter is organized as follows.  Section 3.2 begins by summarizing two 
major approaches to ellipsis after be and points out several problems with the 
DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis.  Section 3.3 presents a proposal and makes two 
predictions based on the domain of ellipsis.  Section 3.4 puts these predictions to the 
test and shows that the elliptic construction in (1) is a kind of VP-ellipsis.  In section 
3.5, I show that this analysis is supported by certain verb-raising languages.  Section 
3.6 explores further consequences of the proposed analysis.  Section 3.7 concludes this 
chapter. 
 
3.2   Two Major Approaches to Predicate Phrase Ellipsis 
     It has been widely stated that an elided VP must be introduced by an overt 
auxiliary verb (Bresnan 1976, Sag 1976, Potsdam 1997b, Johnson 2001). 
 
(2) a.   John didn’t leave, but Mary did [VP leave]. 
        b. * John didn’t leave, but Mary [VP left]. 
 
Like other auxiliaries, the copular (or main verb) be may appear before an ellipsis site.   
 
(3) a.  You are a good teacher, and John is [a good teacher] too. 
        b.  You are angry, and John is [angry] too. 
        c.  You are in good shape, and John is [in good shape] too. 
 
Here, following van Craenenbroeck and Merchant (2013), I call the ellipsis illustrated in 
(3) predicate phrase ellipsis.   
     There are two major approaches to predicate phrase ellipsis.  The first approach 
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is VP-ellipsis analysis.  Akmajian and Wasow (1975) first propose a rule of be-shift 
(be-raising), which moves the verb be from the VP to some higher functional projection 
under certain circumstances.  Under this assumption, they argue that the copula be 
moves out of the VP-ellipsis site.  Thus, ellipsis targets the VP that contains the trace 
of be.1   
 
(4) The VP-ellipsis analysis 
        a.  You are a good teacher, and John is [VP tis [DP a good teacher]] too. 
        b.  You are angry, and John is [VP tis [AP angry]] too. 
        c.  You are in good shape, and John is [VP tis [PP in good shape]] too. 
 
     The second approach is DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis.  Williams (1984), Baltin 
(1995) and McCawley (1998) argue that examples in (3) involve the deletion of a 
non-verbal predicate.  Thus, ellipsis targets predicate DP, AP, or PP even if the copula 
be undergoes head movement. 
 
(5) The DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis 
        a.  You are a good teacher, and John is [VP tis [DP a good teacher]] too. 
        b.  You are angry, and John is [VP tis [AP angry]] too. 
        c.  You are in good shape, and John is [VP tis [PP in good shape]] too. 
 
One argument for the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis comes from the uninflected copula be, 
which does not undergo V-to-T movement.  For example, the uninflected from of be 




(6) a.   John will not be late. 
        b. * John will be not late. 
(7) a.   John is not late. 
        b. * John not is late. 
 
Like the finite forms of be, the uninflected form of be is able to license the ellipsis of its 
complement.   
 
(8) a.  You will be a good teacher, and John will be too. 
        b.  You will be angry, and John will be too. 
        c.  You will be in good shape, and John will be too. 
 
Under the standard assumption that the uninflected form of be remains within the VP, 
(8) is analyzed as an instance of DP/AP/PP-ellipsis.   
 
(9) a.  You will be a good teacher, and John will [VP be [DP a good teacher]] too. 
        b.  You will be angry, and John will [VP be [AP angry]] too. 
        c.  You will be in good shape, and John will [VP be [PP in good shape]] too. 
 
An Additional argument for the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis comes from small clauses.  
Baltin (1995) argues that the antecedent for the ellipsis can be of any grammatical 
category, as long as it is predicative.2  For example, the non-verbal predicate can be 





(10)  a.  I consider Fred an excellent teacher, but I don’t think that Mary is      
    [an excellent teacher]. 
         b.  I consider Fred crazy, but I don’t think that Mary is [crazy]. 
         c.  I wanted Sally in Boston, but she’s not [in Boston]. 
                                                      (Baltin (1995: 233)) 
 
     However, there is a significant problem with the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis.  If 
DP/AP/PP-ellipsis is available in English, we expect that the non-verbal predicative 
phrase can undergo ellipsis even when it is selected by other copula verbs.  However, 
this expectation is not borne out.  As noted by Oku (1998), it is impossible to elide just 
the DP, AP, or PP even if the DPs, APs or PPs are identical.3   
 
(11)  a. * You seem a good teacher, and John seems [a good teacher] too. 
         b. * They sound intelligent, and John sounds [intelligent] too. 
         c. * Mary looks in good shape, and John looks [in good shape] too. 
                                                      (Oku (1998: 39-40)) 
 
Thus, it is unreasonable to assume that DP/AP/PP-ellipsis is available in English. 
     The remainder of this chapter investigates the special nature of the copula be.  I 
will show that the uninflected form of be also moves out of the VP, whereby the copula 





3.3   Arguments for the VP-Ellipsis Analysis 
3.3.1 The Proposed Analysis 
     I propose that the ellipsis phenomena illustrated in (3) and (8) are not instances of 
DP/AP/PP-ellipsis, but they are instances of VP-ellipsis.  Thus, the uninflected form of 
be as well as the finite forms of be moves out of VP-ellipsis sites.  Akmajian and 
Wasow (1975), Lobeck (1987b), Blight (2000), Bošković (2004, 2013) and others argue 
that be and been move to some functional projection FP that dominates the vP projection 
of the main verb, while being does not.4   
 
(12)  a.     TP 
            3 
            Subj     T′ 
                3 
                T      FP 
                    3 
                    F       vP 
                  be/been 3 
                    :   tsubj      v′ 
                    !       3 
                    z--- tv      VP 
                            !   3 











     b.      TP 
             3 
            Subj      T′ 
                 3 
                 T       FP 
                     3 
                     F	 	 	 	 	 	 	 vP 
                         3 
                         tsubj      v′ 
                             3 
                             v      VP 
                                 3 
                                 V      XP 
                                 ! 
                               being 
 
     Evidence for the presence or absence of head movement of be comes from 
VP-preposing and the distribution of quantifiers.  First, be and been can never be 
fronted, but being is obligatorily fronted along with the non-verbal predicate.   
 
(13)  John said that he was going to be obnoxious, and … 
         a.   obnoxious he will be. 
         b. * be obnoxious he will. 
                                                     (Roberts (1998: 117)) 
(14)  I told the children to be very good, and … 
         a.   very good they have been 
         b. * been very good they have. 
                                                    (Harwood (2013c: 14)) 
(15)  If Jasmine says that Aladdin was being obnoxious, then … 
         a. * obnoxious he was being. 
         b.   being obnoxious he was.                    (Harwood (2013c: 14)) 
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Huang (1993) and Takano (1995) argues that the fronted VP contains a trace of the 
predicate’s subject, on the basis of the fact that VP-fronting exhibits a narrower range of 
reconstruction possibilities than wh-movement of a noun phrase.  Under the 
assumption that VP-preposing is applied to the vP projection, these contrasts show that 
be and been move out of the vP, while being does not.5 
 
(16)  a.  John said that he was going to be obnoxious, and … 
            [vP the tbe obnoxious]i [TP he will [FP be ti]]. 
     b.  I told the children to be very good, and … 
            [vP tthey tbeen very good]i [TP they have [FP been ti]]. 
     c.  If Jasmine says that Aladdin was being obnoxious, then … 
            [vP the being obnoxious]i [TP he was [FP F ti]]. 
 
Parallel facts holds for predicate inversion, which involves fronting of a VP (Hooper 
and Thompson 1973, Emonds 1976).  As shown in (17)-(19), being is obligatorily 
fronted along with the non-verbal predicate, but be and been cannot be fronted along 
with it. 
 
(17)  a.   [Also with us in the studio] will be my old friend Bugs Bunny. 
         b. * [Also be with us in the studio] will my old friend Bugs Bunny. 
                                                    (Harwood (2013c: 16)) 
(18)  a.   [Also with us in the studio today] has been my old friend Bugs Bunny. 
         b. * [Also been with us in the studio today] has my old friend Bugs Bunny. 




(19)  a. * [Also loud and obnoxious today] is being my old friend Bugs Bunny. 
         b.   [Also being loud and obnoxious today] is my old friend Bugs Bunny. 
                                                    (Harwood (2013c: 16)) 
 
In this construction, the subject follows multiple auxiliaries.  This suggests that the 
subject is not in the canonical subject position (the Spec of TP), but it remains in the 
Spec of vP in this construction.  Thus, in this construction, the fronted phrase is 
assumed to be a VP.  Here, I assume that the fronted VP is in the Spec of TP.   
 
(20)  a.  [TP [VP Also with us in the studio]i will be [vP my old friend Bugs Bunny 
    ti]]. 
     b.  [TP [VP Also with us in the studio today]i has been [vP my old friend Bugs   
        Bunny ti]]. 
         c.  [TP [VP Also being loud and obnoxious today]i is [vP my old friend Bugs    
            Bunny ti]]. 
 
Therefore, the examples in (17)-(19) show that be and been move out of the VP, while 
being does not.   
     Secondly, Bošković (2004, 2013) and Harwood (2013c) observe that being must 
follow the floating quantifier all, but other forms of be may precede it.   
 
(21)  a.   They are all being noisy. 
         b. * They are being all noisy. 
         c.   They have been all rather noisy. 
         d.   They can be all rather noisy.                  (Harwood (2013: 17)) 
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It is widely stated that the quantifier all that modifies the subject floats a higher position 
than a verb phrase (Sportiche 1988, Ross 1991, Bobaljik 2003, Bošković 2004, Cirillo 
2009). 
 
(22)  a.   All the children may have been watching the movie. 
         b.   The children all may have been watching the movie. 
         c.   The children may all have been watching the movie. 
         d.   The children may have all been watching the movie. 
         e.   The children may have been all watching the movie. 
         f. * The children may have been watching all the movie. 
                                                       (Cirillo (2009: 24)) 
 
As shown in (22f), the quantifier all cannot follow the main verb.  Given that the 
quantifier all is merged into a higher position than VP, the examples in (21) indicate that 
been and be are outside the vP while being is inside the vP.   
 
(23)  a. * They are being [vP all noisy]. 
         b.   They have been [vP all rather noisy]. 
         c.   They can be [vP all rather noisy]. 
 
Based on these observations, a number of authors argue that be and been undergo short 
verb movement, but being does not.   
     Now, let us turn to the hierarchical structure of the middle field.  It has been 
widely stated that word order within the inflectional layer is rigid (Akmajian and 
Wasow 1975, Cinque 1999).  Following the works done by Akmajian and Wasow 
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(1975) and Cinque (1999), I assume the following hierarchical structure.  Here, I 
suppress intermediate specifier positions for simplicity.   
 
(24)        TP 
            3 
           Subj      T′ 
                3 
                T     ModP (Modal Phrase) 
                    3 
                   Mod     PerfP (Perfect Phrase) 
                 modal+0 3 
                       Perf       FP 
                     have+en   3 
                              F       vPprog 
                                  3 
                                  tsubj      v′prog 
                                      3 
                                     vprog      VP 
                                    be+ing  3 
                                           V       … 
                                           !       
                                           be (copula) 
 
The lexical verb is merged in V, passive be in v, progressive be in Prog, perfect have in 
Perf, modals in Mod, and tense in T.  The bound morpheme -0 (or certain 
uninterpretable feature) is introduced to Mod, -en to Perf, -ing to Prog, and -en to v. 
     Here, I assume with Thoms (2010) and Bošković (2013) that the affixation of be 
to -en is implemented by having be move to some functional projection FP at narrow 
syntax, while that of be to -ing is implemented by PF merger/affix hopping.  To be 
more precise, be moves to F0 at narrow syntax, and then the affix -en or -0 is lowered 
onto be, whereby it is spelled out as be or been at PF.  I leave open the question of why 
only the auxiliary verbs (be and have) can undergo head movement.   
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(25)  a.  [TP … auxiliary-en/-0 [FP  F  [vP v   [VP be … ]]]] 
     b.  Narrow Syntax 
        [TP … auxiliary-en/-0 [FP  be [vP tV+v [VP tV  …]]]] 
         c.  PF 
            [TP … auxiliary ___  [FP be-en/-0 [vP tV+v [VP tV  …]]]] 
 
On the other hand, the copula be does not undergo head movement just in case aspectual 
be occupies v0prog (Akmajian and Wasow 1975, Blight 2000).  As for the affixation of 
be to -ing, the affix -ing on v0 is lowered onto be on V0, whereby be is spelled out as 
being at PF.   
 
(26)  a.  [TP …  [FP  F  [vPprog  be -ing [VP be … ]]]] 
         b.  Narrow Syntax 
            [TP …  [FP  F  [vPprog  be -ing [VP be … ]]]] 
         b.  PF 
            [TP …  [FP  be [vPprog  tv  __ [VP be-ing  …]]]] 
 
These assumption give ellipsis in (8a), repeated here as (27a), the following 









(27)  a.  You will be a good teacher, and John will be too. 
         b.       TP 
             3 
            You      T′ 
                 3 
                 T       FP 
                will  3 
                     F       vP 
                     be  3 
                         tyou      v′ 
                             3 
                             v      VPE 
                             tbe   3 
                                 V       DP 
                                 tbe    6 
                                      a good teacher 
 
In (27), the uninflected form of be moves out of the elided VP. 
     This analysis accounts for the possibility of predicate phrase ellipsis.  Given that 
be and been undergo head movement while being does not, we expect that only being 
cannot be left as a remnant of VP-ellipsis.  This expectation is borne out by the 
following examples. 
 
(28)  a.   Popeye was being obnoxious, and Olive was, too. 
     b. * Popeye was being obnoxious, and Olive was being, too. 
         c.   Popeye can be rather obnoxious, and Olive can be, too. 
         d.   Popeye has been rather obnoxious, and Olive has been, too. 
                                                    (Harwood (2013c: 13)) 
 
As shown in (28), be and been can be stranded before an ellipsis site, while being 
cannot.  This contrast is accounted for by the VP-ellipsis analysis, but it is unexpected 
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under the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis.  Thus, the ban on ellipsis after being offers an 
argument for the VP-ellipsis analysis.   
     The same reasoning is applied to the examples in (29). 
 
(29)  a. * You seem a good teacher, and John seems [a good teacher] too. 
         b. * They sound intelligent, and John sounds [intelligent] too. 
         c. * Mary looks in good shape, and John looks [in good shape] too. 
 
Since English does not have verb movement, the main verbs fail to escape from 
VP-ellipsis.  Thus, main verbs in English cannot be left as a remnant of VP-ellipsis.  
The DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis incorrectly derives the unacceptable sentences in (29).  
Consequently, this suggests that DP/AP/PP-ellipsis is not available in English.   
 
3.3.2 Predictions 
     Furthermore, the proposed analysis makes two predictions about the domain of 
ellipsis.  First, the VP-ellipsis analysis predicts that the stranded verb in the elliptical 
clause should be identical to the verb in the antecedent clause.  This verbal identity 
requirement is expected under the VP-ellipsis, but it is unexpected under the 









(30)  a.  VP-ellipsis          b.  DP/AP/PP-ellipsis 
              TP                      TP 
           3               3 
          Subj      T′              Subj      T′ 
               3               3 
               T      FP               T      FP 
                   3               3 
                   F       vP              F       vP 
                  :    3          :   3 
                  z-  tsubj      v′          z- tsubj      v′ 
                       !   3          !   3 
                       z- tv      VP          z- tv      VP 
                           !   3          !   3 
                           z- tV   DP/AP/PP       z- tV   DP/AP/PP 
                                              
                                            the domain of ellipsis 
 
In (30a), the domain of ellipsis contains the trace of V, while in (30b) it does not.   
Given that the elided constituent must be identical to the antecedent, the VP-ellipsis 
analysis predicts that the trace of V in the elliptical clause should be identical with the 
trace of V in the antecedent clause.  On the other hand, the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis 
predicts that the trace of V in the elliptical clause may be different from the trace of V in 
the antecedent clause.   
     Secondly, the VP-ellipsis analysis predicts that other VP-internal constituents can 









(31)  a.  VP-ellipsis             b.  Argument Ellipsis 
                TP                      TP 
            3                3 
           Subj      T′               Subj      T′ 
                3                3 
                T      vP                T      vP 
                    3               3 
                    tsubj      v′               tsubj      v′ 
                        3               3 
                        v      VP               v      VP 
                            3               3 
                           Adv     VP               Adv     VP 
                                3                3 
                                V  DP/AP/PP              V   DP/AP/PP 
                                           the domain of ellipsis           
 
Since the domain of VP-ellipsis is different from that of DP/AP/PP-ellipsis, VP-ellipsis 
and DP/AP/PP-ellipsis have different interpretative patterns in terms of the 
reconstruction of null elements at the elided site.  VP-ellipsis can elide not only direct 
objects but also other VP-internal constituents such as adjuncts.  Thus, the VP-ellipsis 
analysis predicts that adjuncts can be recovered in the ellipsis site.  In contrast, 
DP/AP/PP-ellipsis elides only predicative DP/AP/PP.  Thus, the latter analysis predicts 
that adjuncts are not recovered in the ellipsis site.  In the next section, we test two 
predictions. 
 
3.4   Verification 
3.4.1 The Verbal Identity Requirement 
     First, this section tests the first prediction: the verbal identity condition.  This 
condition requires that the stranded verb be identical to the antecedent verb.  To test 
the requirement in English, we need at least two different verbs that undergo verbal 
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head movement and license the deletion of their complements.  This situation is 
demonstrated in certain English dialects.   
     For example, British English has the possessive have, which undergoes T-to-C 
movement and licenses the ellipsis of its complement. 
 
(32)  A: Have you a good dentist? 
     B: No, but my cousin has [a good dentist]. 
 
Now, let us consider whether the stranded verb be has to be identical with the verb in 
the antecedent.  Consider the example in (33).  
 
(33)  A:   Have you a good dentist? 
     B: * Yes, my cousin is [a good dentist]. 
 
(33) shows that the copula be cannot be stranded before an ellipsis site when its 
correlate is the possessive have.  Goldberg (2005: 167, fn 6) suggests that it is not 
pragmatics which causes (33) to be ill-formed, because it becomes well-formed with the 
addition of an element such as one.   
 
(34)  A: Have you a good dentist? 
     B: Yes, my cousin is one. 
 
Although one can be anaphoric to the predicate DP a good dentist, it is impossible to 
delete the DP.  Thus, the contrast between (33) and (34) suggests that the cause of the 
ungrammaticality of (33) is attributed to the result of eliding the VP.   
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     The same is true for the uninflected form of be.  The uninflected form of be 
cannot be stranded before an ellipsis site when its correlate is the possessive have, as the 
sentence in (35) shows. 
 
(35)  A:   Has John a good dentist? 
         B: * No, but he should be. 
 
My informant points out that the non-elliptical sentence corresponding to (35) is 
well-formed if has and be are contrastively focused.   
 
(36)  A: Has John a good dentist? 
         B: No, but he should be a good dentist. 
 
Since the non-elliptical sentence corresponding to (35) is well-formed, the cause of the 
ungrammaticality of (35) is not attributed to a semantic or pragmatic factor, but it is 
attributed to the application of ellipsis.  Hence, ellipsis after the copula be is not 
allowed when the stranded verb in the elliptical clause is not identical with the verb in 
the antecedent clause.   
     On the other hand, ellipsis of DP (argument ellipsis) is not subject to the verbal 
identity requirement.  This is found in Japanese and Korean.  In these languages, 







(37)  Japanese 
         a.  object ellipsis 
            i.  Bill-wa   zibun-no  tegami-o   suteta. 
               Bill-Top   self-Gen  letter-Acc  discarded 
               ‘Bill discarded his letter(s)’ 
            ii.  John-mo   e  suteta. 
               John-also      discarded 
               ‘lit. John discarded e, too.’ 
                                                        (Oku (1998: 163)) 
         b.  subject ellipsis 
            i.  Taro-wa  [zibun-no  teian-ga       saiyo-sare-ru-to] 
               Taro-Top  self-Gen proposal-Nom  accept-Pass-Pres-COMP 
               omotteiru. 
               think 
               ‘Mary thinks that her proposal will be accepted.’ 
            ii.  John-mo  [e    saiyo-sare-ru-to]          omotteiru. 
               John-also       accepted-Pass-Pres-COMP  think 
               ‘lit. John also thinks that e will be accepted.’ 









(38)   Korean 
          a.  object ellipsis 
             i.  John-un   caki-uy  kay-wa    kotcal sanpo-lul  ha-n-ta. 
                John-Top  self-Gen dog-Com   often  walk-Acc  take-Pres-Ind 
                ‘John often takes a walk with his dog.’ 
             ii.  Kulena  Bill-un  e  kotcal ttayli-n-ta. 
                but     Bill-Top    often  beat-Pres-Ind 
                ‘But Bill often beats his (= Bill’s) dog.’ 
               ? ‘But Bill often beats his (= John’s) dog.’ 
                                                        (Kim (1999: 262)) 
          b.  subject ellipsis 
             i.  John-un [CP [NP caki-uy   ceyan]-i       chaythayktoylkela-ko]  
                John-Top      self-Gen proposal-Nom  will.be.adopted-COMP 
                sayngkakhanta. 
                think 
                ‘John thinks that his proposal will be adopted.’ 
             ii.  Mary-to [CP e   chaythayktoylkela-ko]  sayngkakhanta 
                Mary-also     will.be.adopted-COMP  think 
                ‘Mary also thinks that her proposal will be adopted.’ 
                                                 (Saito and An (2010: 288)) 
 
(37) and (38) show that null objects and null subjects are ambiguous between a strict 
reading and a sloppy reading.  Based on the presence of a sloppy reading, a number of 
authors argue that null arguments in theses languages are elliptic rather than null 
pronouns.7  As we have discussed above, if null object constructions result from 
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ellipsis of DP, we expect that the stranded verb in the elliptical clause do not need to be 
identical with the verb in the antecedent clause.  Indeed, this expectation is borne out 
by the following examples. 
 
(39)  Japanese 
         a.  Taro-wa    zibun-no  hahaoya-o   aisiteiru. 
            Taro-Nom  self-Gen  mother-Acc  love 
            ‘lit. Taro loves self’s mother.’ 
         b.  Hanako-wa   e  nikundeiru. 
            Hanako-Top     hate 
            ‘lit. Hanako hates e.’ 
                                            (Şener and Takahashi (2010: 79)) 
(40)  Korean 
         a.  John-un   caki-uy  kay-wa    kotcal sanpo-lul  ha-n-ta. 
            John-Top  self-Gen dog-Com   often  walk-Acc  take-Pres-Ind 
            ‘John often takes a walk with his dog.’ 
         b.  Kulena  Bill-un  e  kotcal ttayli-n-ta. 
            but     Bill-Top    often  beat-Pres-Ind 
            ‘But Bill often beats his (= Bill’s) dog.’ 
           ? ‘But Bill often beats his (= John’s) dog.’ 
                                                        (Kim (1999: 262)) 
 
In these languages, null object constructions are well-formed even when the stranded 
verb is not identical with the antecedent verb.   
     If DP-ellipsis is available in English, the example in (41) should be as good as the 
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examples in (39) and (40) are.  However, (41) is unacceptable.   
 
(41)  A:   Has John a good dentist? 
         B: * No, but he should be. 
 
Thus, we can conclude that DP-ellipsis is unavailable in English.  On the other hand, 
the proposed analysis correctly predicts the unacceptability of (41).  If (41) is an 
instance of VP-ellipsis, the cause of the ungrammaticality of (41) is attributed to the 
violation of the morphological identity condition.  Since the stranded verb is 
interpreted inside the ellipsis site, the verbal identity requirement offers an argument for 
the VP-ellipsis analysis.  We discuss more detail on identity of V0 traces/copies under 
VP-ellipsis in section 3.6.   
 
3.4.2 The Domain of Ellipsis 
     This section turns to the second prediction that the proposed analysis makes.  As 
we have discussed above, the VP-ellipsis analysis predicts that adverbs are recoverable 
in the ellipsis site, while the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis predicts that they are not 
recoverable in the ellipsis site. 
    In order to test the prediction, we need “higher” adverbs that do not modify 
non-verbal predicates, but can adjoin to the VP.  Here, we test the prediction with the 
sentential adverb probably.  Before putting the prediction to the test, we briefly 
examine the distribution of the adverb.  This adverb may occur in several positions, as 





(42)  a.  Probably John is a good teacher. 
         b.  John probably is a good teacher. 
         c.  John is probably a good teacher. 
(43)  a.  Probably John will be a good teacher. 
         b.  John probably will be a good teacher. 
         c.  John will probably be a good teacher. 
         d.  John will be probably a good teacher. 
 
Although several positions are available for the adverb, there are three good reasons to 
believe that it can adjoin to a verb phrase.  First, probably can be preposed along with 
a VP.   
 
(44)  John said he would probably pay me, and probably pay me, he will/did. 
 
     Secondly, probably can be included in the target site of do so anaphora.   
 
(45)  You probably ate sushi and John did so too. 
         a.  do so = probably ate sushi. 
         b.  do so = ate sushi. 
 
As is widely recognized, do so replacement is one pieces of evidence for the hierarchic 
nature of VP structure (Lakoff and Ross 1976).  Although do so can replace a verb and 
its complement, it cannot replace the constituent containing auxiliaries (Sawada 1991, 




(46)  John could have been writing a wine review, and Bill could do so too. 
         a.  do so ≠ have been writing a wine review. 
         b.  do so ≠ be writing a wine review. 
         c.  do so = write a wine review. 
 
Under the assumption that do so replacement is only applied to a verb phrase, (45) 
suggests that probably can adjoin to the VP.   
 
(47)        TP 
            3 
           You      T′ 
                3 
                T      VP2 
                    3 
                  probably  VP1 
                        3 
                        V      DP 
                        ate    5 
                               Sushi 
 
To be precise, the interpretation of (45a) results from replacing of VP2 by do so and that 
of (45b) results from replacing of VP1 by do so.   
     Thirdly, probably can be elided along with a VP.  In the case of regular 
VP-ellipsis, it is possible to get the reading in which probably is understood in the 
ellipsis site.   
 
(48)  You probably eat Sushi and John does [VP e] too. 
         a.  [VP e] = probably eats Sushi 
         b.  [VP e] = eats Sushi 
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Thus, we can conclude that the sentential adverb probably may adjoin to a verb phrase.   
     Now, let us examine whether the sentential adverb is recovered within the ellipsis 
site in (49).   
 
(49)  You are probably a good teacher, and John is too. 
 
As we have seen above, the regular VP-ellipsis permits the interpretation in which the 
adverb is understood in the ellipsis site.  If (49) involves VP-ellipsis, we expect that 
the adverb probably can be understood in the ellipsis site as well.  On the other hand, if 
it involves the deletion of the non-verbal predicate DP, we expect that the adverb is 
never understood in the ellipsis site.  This is schematized as follows: 
 
(50)  a.  The VP-ellipsis analysis 
                 TP 
              3 
            John       T′ 
                  3 
                  T     <VP>  ← PF-deletion 
                  is   3 
                    probably  VP 
                          3 
                          V      DP 
                              6 








         b.  DP-ellipsis analysis 
                 TP 
              3 
            John       T′ 
                  3 
                  T      VP   
                  is   3 
                    probably  VP 
                          3 
                          V     <DP>  ← PF-deletion 
                              6 
                             a good teacher 
 
Indeed, the VP-ellipsis analysis, illustrated in (50a), is supported by the interpretation of 
elided parts.  As shown in (51), it is possible to get the interpretation in which the 
adverb is understood in the ellipsis site.   
 
(51)  You are probably a good teacher, and John is [e] too. 
         a.  [e] = probably a good teacher 
         b.  [e] = a good teacher 
 
Even if the copula be takes AP or PP as its complement, the missing element in the 
second clause can have an interpretation containing the sentential adverb.   
 
(52)  You are probably angry, and John is [e] too. 
         a.  [e] = probably angry 





(53)  You are probably in good shape, and John is [e] too. 
         a.  [e] = probably in good shape 
         b.  [e] = in good shape 
 
     The same holds for ellipsis after the uninflected form of be.  Even if the 
uninflected form of be is stranded before an ellipsis site, it is possible to get the 
interpretation in which the adverb is understood in the ellipsis site. 
 
(54)   You are probably a good teacher, and John will be [e] too. 
          a.  [e] = probably a good teacher 
          b.  [e] = a good teacher 
(55)   You are probably angry, and John will be [e] too. 
          a.  [e] = probably angry 
          b.  [e] = angry 
(56)   You are probably in good shape, and John will be [e] too. 
          a.  [e] = probably in good shape 
          b.  [e] = in good shape 
 
Thus, the a-readings in (51)-(56) show that ellipsis targets the verb phrase that contains 
the adverb probably.   
     One might think that the a-readings in result from a combined effect of two 
deletion operations: DP/AP/PP-ellipsis and adjunct ellipsis.  For example, a-readings 





(57)  DP/AP/PP-ellipsis + adjunct ellipsis 
                 TP 
              3 
             John      Tʹ 
                  3 
                  T      FP 
                 will  3 
                      F      VP 
                      be  3 
                      : probably  VP 
                      !       3 
                      z--- tbe    DP/AP/PP 
                                   6 
                                   a good teacher 
                                   angry 
                                   in good shape 
 
However, this kind of analysis is disproved by the absence of adjunct ellipsis.   
     First, adjuncts may not undergo ellipsis in English.  My informants point out that 
the sentential adverb probably is not understood in the second clause in (58). 
 
(58)   You are probably a good teacher, and John is a good teacher too. 
 
Although the first clause in (58) contains the sentential adverb probably, the 
interpretation of the second clause of (58) excludes the adverb.  Thus, (58) only means 
that John is a good teacher, and does not mean that John is probably a good teacher.   
     Secondly, adjunct ellipsis is not observed in other languages.  Oku (1998), 
Takahashi (2008) and Sugisaki (2013) argue that adjuncts may not undergo ellipsis even 
in Japanese.8  For example, the manner adverb teineini ‘carefully’ is never understood 




(59)  a.  Bill-wa   kuruma-o  teineini   aratta. 
            Bill-Top   car-Acc   carefully  washed 
            ‘Bill washed the car carefully.’ 
         b.  John-wa   kuruma-o   araw-anak-atta. 
            John-Top  car-Acc    wash-Neg-Past 
            ‘John did not wash the car.’                      (Oku (1998: 174)) 
(60)  a.  Taroo-wa   kono  riyuu   de  sinda. 
            Taroo-Top  this   reason  for  died 
            ‘Taroo died for this reason.’ 
         b.  Hanako  mo   e   sinda. 
            Hanako  also       died 
            ‘Hanako also died.’                        (Takahashi (2008: 404)) 
 
The same holds for Korean.  Even when the antecedent sentence contains manner or 
reason adjuncts, these adjuncts are never understood in the second clauses.9 
 
(61)  a.  John-i     ppali tali-ko   Mary-to  *(ppalli) tali-nta. 
            John-Nom  fast  run-and  Mary-also  fast   run-Pres 
            ‘John runs fast and Mary runs fast too.’ 
         b.  John-i     kulen   iwu-lo     ttena-ko    
            John-Nom  such    reason-for  leave-and   
            Mary-to *(kulen  iwu-lo)    trena-ass-nta 
            Mary-also such   reason-for  leave-Pres 
            ‘John leaves for such a reason, and Mary leave for that reason too.’ 
                                                         (Kim (1997: 28)) 
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Since adjunct ellipsis is generally prohibited, we cannot analyze the a-interpretations as 
a result of a combined effect of two deletion operations. 
 
(62)  *DP/AP/PP-ellipsis + adjunct ellipsis 
                    TP 
                 3 
                John      Tʹ 
                     3 
                     T      FP 
                    will  3 
                         F      VP 
                         be  3 
           *adjunct ellipsis => probably  VP 
                                  3 
                                  tbe    DP/AP/PP 
                                     6 
                                     a good teacher 
                                     angry 
                                     in good shape 
 
Thus, the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis analysis fails to derive the a-interpretations.10  To derive 
the a-interpretations, we need to assume that ellipsis target the verb phrase containing 











(63)  a.  You are probably a good teacher, and John is [probably a good teacher]  
    too. 
     b.        TP 
               3 
             John       T′ 
                   3 
                   T      VPE 
                   is   3 
                      probably VP 
                           3 
                           V      DP  
                           tis   6 
                               a good teacher 
 
(64)  a.  You are probably a good teacher, and John will be [probably a good    
    teacher shape] too. 
         b.        TP 
               3 
             John       T′ 
                   3 
                   T      FP 
                  will  3 
                       F      VPE 
                       be  3 
                          probably VP 
                               3 
                               tbe      DP  
                                   6 
                                   a good teacher 
 
Hence, the domain of ellipsis offers an additional argument for the VP-ellipsis analysis.   
     In this section, we have seen that the VP-ellipsis analysis is supported by the 
verbal identity requirement and the recoverability of ellipsis.  These two observations 
indicate that DP/AP/PP-ellipsis is not available in English and that apparent ellipsis of 
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DP, AP or PP is actually an instance of VP-ellipsis.   
 
3.5   Consequences 
3.5.1 Small Clauses and Null Copula 
     We have seen in section 3.2 that non-verbal predicates can be elided even if the 
antecedent clause does not contain the copula be.   
 
(65)  a.  I consider Fred an excellent teacher, but I don’t think that Mary is      
    [an excellent teacher]. 
         b.  I consider Fred crazy, but I don’t think that Mary is [crazy]. 
         c.  I wanted Sally in Boston, but she’s not [in Boston]. 
                                                      (Baltin (1995: 233)) 
 
In section 3.4.1, we have seen that ellipsis after be is subject to the verbal identity 
condition, which requires that the stranded verb be identical with the verb in the 
antecedent clause.  Given the verbal identity condition, the examples in (65) suggest 
that there is a phonetically null copula BE in small clauses selected by the lexical verbs 
such as consider and want (see Williams 1984, Kitagawa 1985, Arts 1992).11  Thus, it 
is possible to analyze the examples in (65) as VP-ellipsis.  Here, I assume with Stowell 
(1978) that be is a raising predicate and takes a small clause as its complement. 
 
(66)  a.  i. Antecedent Clause: 
            I consider [TP Fredi [VP BE [SC ti an excellent teacher]]] 
        ii. Ellipsis Clause: 
            I don’t think that [TP Maryj is [VP tis [SC tj an excellent teacher]]] 
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         b.  i. Antecedent Clause: 
                I consider [TP Fredi [VP BE [SC ti crazy]]] 
            ii. Ellipsis Clause: 
                I don’t think that [TP Maryj is [VP tis [SC tj crazy]]] 
         c.  i. Antecedent Clause: 
                I wanted [TP Sallyi [VP BE [SC ti in Boston]]] 
            ii. Ellipsis Clause: 
                [TP shej’s not [VP tis [SC tj in Boston]]] 
 
Under the assumptions, the identity required for ellipsis is established between two VPs 
even in (65).  Since the proposed analysis can deal with the examples in (65), they are 
no longer evidence for the DP/AP/PP-ellipsis.   
 
3.5.2 Verb-Stranding VP-Ellipsis 
     The proposed analysis is further supported by some verb-raising languages.  In 
English, the copula be can undergo head movement, but other main verbs cannot.  The 
absence of verb movement in English is demonstrated by interrogative and negative 
sentences. 
 
(67)  a.   John is not happy. 
         b.   Is John happy? 
(68)  a. * John seems not happy 
             (cf. John does not seem happy.) 
         b. * Seems John happy? 
             (cf. Does John seem happy?) 
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As shown in the contrast between (67) and (68), the main verb seem does not move out 
of the VP in negative and interrogative sentences.  As a consequence, unlike the copula 
be, main verbs cannot evacuate from VP-ellipsis sites.  Thus, the main verb seem 
cannot remain as a remnant of ellipsis as shown in (69).   
 
(69)  a.  * John seems happy, and Mary seems too. 
         b.         TP 
                3 
              Maryi      T′ 
                    3 
                    T      VPE 
                  seems  3 
                    :   V      SC 
                    z=m  3 
                            ti      AP 
                                 5 
                                  happy 
 
Although main verbs in English do not remain as a remnant of ellipsis, we predict that 
in some verb-raising languages, a main verb may move out of the site of VP-ellipsis, 
remaining as a remnant.  Indeed, the predicted phenomenon is observed in a variety of 










(70)  a.  Hebrew 
            Q: Salaxt         etmol     et     ha-yeladim   le-beit-ha-sefer? 
               send-Past-2Fsg  yesterday  ACC  the children   to school 
               ‘Did (you) send yesterday the children to school?’ 
            A: Šalaxti. 
               send-Past-1sg 
               ‘(I) sent [yesterday the children to school]’ 
                                                      (Doron (1999: 129)) 
         b.  Portugese 
            O   João  viu  o   desastre  na     televisão ontem    e 
            the  João  saw the  accident  on.the  TV      yesterday  and 
            a    Maria  também  viu. 
            the   Maria  also     saw 
            ‘João saw the accident on TV yesterday and Maria did too.’ 
                                                       (Santos (2009: 23)) 
 
In the Hebrew example in (70a), the direct object ha yeladim ‘the children,’ the goal PP 
le-beit-ha-sefer ‘to school’ and the time adverbial etmol ‘yesterday’ are unpronounced, 
while the main verb salaxti ‘send’ is pronounced.  In the Portugese example in (70b), 
the direct object o desastre ‘the accident,’ the PP na televisão ‘on TV’ and the time 
adverb ontem ‘yesterday’ are unpronounced, while the main verb viu ‘saw’ is 
pronounced.   
     Goldberg (2005) argues that the effect of main verb stranding stems from head 
movement of the main verb out of VP-ellipsis sites.  This specific case of VP-ellipsis is 
called Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis. 
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(71)  Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis (Goldberg 2005)13 
              TP 
           3 
          Subj      T′ 
               3 
               T      vPE 
               :  3 
               !  tsubj      v′ 
               !      3 
               z--  v      VP 
                      !   3 
                      z- V      Obj 
 
If null object constructions illustrated in (70) are derived by Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis, 
we expect that these construction also show two characteristics of VP-ellipsis, which we 
have seen above.  First, the stranded verb in the elliptical clause must be identical with 
the verb in the antecedent clause.  Secondly, adjuncts can be reconstructed in the 
ellipsis site.  In what follows, I show that two important characteristics are observed in 
some verb-raising languages as well. 
 
3.5.2.1. Hebrew 
     Let us first consider null object constructions in Hebrew.  Main verbs in Hebrew 
move obligatorily to the inflectional domain in overt syntax.  Evidence for verb 
movement comes from the position of the verb with respect to adverbs (Emonds 1978, 
Pollock 1989).  While main verbs in English obligatorily follow VP-adverbs, main 
verbs in Hebrew obligatorily precede them.14   
 
(72)  a. * John kisses often Mary. 
         b.   John often kisses Mary. 
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(73)  a.   Dani  hika           ʔanušot  ʔet   šlomo. 
             Dani  hit-(Past)-3Msg  mortally  Acc  Shlomo 
             ‘Dani hit Shlomo mortally.’                (Shlonsky (1997: 17)) 
         b. * Dani  ʔanušot   hika           ʔet   šlomo. 
             Dani  mortally   hit-(Past)-3Msg  Acc  Shlomo 
             ‘Dani hit Shlomo mortally.’                (Shlonsky (1997: 238)) 
(74)  a.   Dani patax             bǝ-ʕadinut   ʔet   ha-delet. 
             Dani open-(Past)-3Msg   gently      Acc  the-door 
             ‘Dani opened the door gently.’              (Shlonsky (1997: 18)) 
         b. * Dani  bǝ-ʕadinut  patax            ʔet   ha-delet. 
             Dani  gently     open-(Past)-3Msg  Acc  the-door 
             ‘Dani opened the door gently.’              (Shulonsky (1997: 238)) 
 
Based on the contrast between English and Hebrew, Doron (1990, 1999) and Shlonsky 
(1997) conclude that main verbs in Hebrew obligatorily move to T from V.   
     Under the assumption that Hebrew has verbal head movement, Doron (1990, 
1999) and Goldberg (2005) put forth the idea that null object constructions in Hebrew 
are derived by VP-ellipsis with concomitant V-raising.  This analysis is supported by 
the verbal identity requirement and the domain of ellipsis.  First, the stranded verb in 








(75)  Context: Drova is pregnant and has many errands to do; Miryam, who has a 
 car but is sometimes inconsiderate, is supposed to be helping her. 
         Q:    (Ha'im)  Miryam  hevi'a          'et    Dvora   la-xanut? 
               Q       Miryam  bring-Past-3Fsg  Acc  Drora    to the-store 
               ‘(Did Miryam bring Dvora to the store)?’ 
         A1:   Ken,  hi   *hevi'a 
               yes   she   bring-Past-3Fsg 
               ‘Yes, she brought’ 
         A2: * Ken,  hi   lekxa. 
               yes,  she  take-Past-3Fsg 
              ‘Yes, she took.’ 
         A3: * Lo-- hi  ŠALXA! 
               no  she  send-Past-3Fsg 
               ‘No--she sent!’                         (Goldberg (2002: 104)) 
 
This indicates that the trace of V is interpreted for ellipsis resolutions.   
     Secondly, VP-internal constituents other than direct object can be elided in null 
object constructions in Hebrew.  Goldberg (2005) shows that argument and adjunct 
PPs cannot be null independently in Hebrew.  This is illustrated in (76) for a locative 








(76)  Karmela natna          et    ha-sefer   le-Xagit 
         karmela  give-Past-3Fsg  Acc  the-book  to-Chagit 
         ve-Yosef   zarak            et    ha-kadur. 
         and-Yosef  throw-Past-3Msg  Acc  the-ball 
           ‘Karmela gave the book to Chagit, and Yosef threw the ball.’ 
         * ‘Karmela gave the book to Chagit, and Yosef threw the ball to her. 
                                                     (Goldberg (2005: 45)) 
(77)  Tamar  avda           be-xaricut,    ve-Avi   katav. 
         Tamar  work-Past-3Fsg  in-efficiency  and-Avi  write-Past-3Msg 
           ‘Tamar worked efficiently, and Avi wrote.’ 
         * ‘Tamar worked efficiently, and Avi wrote  wrote efficiently.’ 
                                                     (Goldberg (2005: 45)) 
(78)  Kaniti       matana  bišvil  Miryam, ve-Natan   asaf 
         buy-Past-1sg  present  for    Miryam  and-Naran  gather-Past-3Msg 
         peraxim. 
         flowers 
           ‘(I) bought a present for Miryam, and Naran gathered flowers.’ 
         * ‘(I) bought a present for Miryam, and Naran gathered flowers for her.’ 
                                                     (Goldberg (2005: 45)) 
 
Although argument and adjunct PPs cannot be independently null in Hebrew, these 
element are fully recovered in the null object construction.  Consider the null object 





(79)  Q: Salaxt         etmol     et     ha-yeladim   le-beit-ha-sefer? 
            send-Past-2Fsg  yesterday  ACC  the children   to school 
            ‘Did (you) send yesterday the children to school?’ 
         A: Šalaxti. 
            send-Past-1sg 
            ‘(I) sent [yesterday the children to school]’ 
                                                      (Doron (1999: 129)) 
 
The second sentence in (79) means that the speaker sent the children to school yesterday.  
Under the assumption that argument PPs as well as adjunct PPs cannot be independently 
null, the interpretation is obtained by VP-ellipsis.  Thus, these two characteristics 
shows that null objet constructions in Hebrew result from VP-ellipsis instead of 
(multiple) argument drop.  Hence, Hebrew provides one pieces of evidence for the 
proposed analysis. 
 
3.5.2.2. European Portuguese 
     A similar argument holds for null object constructions in European Portuguese.  
European Portuguese is also a language with generalized verb movement.  Evidence 
for verb movement in European Portuguese also comes from the relative order of the 
verb with respect to adverbs.  Unlike English, European Portuguese allows VP-adverbs 







(80)  a.  O   Pedro  frequentemente  beija  a  Maria. 
            the  Pedro  often          kisses  the Maria 
            ‘Pedro often kisses Maria’ 
         b.  O   Pedro   beija  frequentemente  a  Maria. 
            the  Pedro   kisses  often          the Maria 
            ‘Pedro often kisses Maria.’ 
                                             (Costa and Loureiro (2006: 50)) 
 
Thus, (80) indicates that verb movement is available in European Portuguese, but its 
operation seems to be optional.  I do not go into the discussion of an analysis of verb 
movement in European Portuguese.  Here, let us assume that verb movement is 
available in European Portuguese. 
     Based on the assumption, Martins (1994) argues that null object constructions in 
European Portuguese are derived by V-to-T movement followed by VP-ellipsis.  We 
can find the verbal identity condition and the domain of ellipsis in null object 
constructions in European Portuguese.  First, ellipsis is possible only when the 
stranded verb is identical with the antecedent verb, as the examples in (81) show. 
 
(81)  a.   Quando a  Ana  pôs  os   óculos  na    mesa,  
             when   the Ana  put  the  glasses  on.the table,  
             a   Maria  também  pôs. 
             the  Maria  too      put 





         b. * Quando a  Ana  colocou  os   óculos  na    mesa,  
             when   the Ana  placed   the  glasses  on.the table,  
             a   Maria  também  pôs. 
             the  Maria  too      put 
             ‘When Ana placed the glasses on the table, Maria did too.’ 
                                             (Cyrino and Matos (2002: 182)) 
 
     Secondly, as pointed out by Raposo (1986), null PPs cannot be recovered from 
the pragmatic context, but they can be null and still be interpreted as present in 
sentences when the direct object is omitted.  For example, (82) is completely 
impossible under the interpretation in which Jane saw Manel yesterday on some specific 
TV program that the speaker and hearer are watching now. 
 
(82)  Null PP 
         * Joana  viu  o Manel [PP e] ontem. 
           Jane   saw   Manel      yesterday 
           ‘Jane saw Manel _ yesteday’                   (Raposo (1986: 375)) 
 
On the other hand, the locative PP na estante ‘on the shelf’ can be understood in the 
second sentence in (83). 
 
(83)  Q: a   empregada  colocou  os   livros  na estante? 
            ‘Did the cleaning lady put the books on the shelf?’ 
         A: Sim, ela  colocou. 
            ‘Yes, she put’                          (Raposo (1986: 376-377)) 
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     In addition, Santos (2009) points out that when the antecedent includes the VP 
adverb cuidadosamente ‘carefully,’ it is obligatorily recovered in the ellipsis site.   
 
(84)  A   Raquel   não   limpou   o   carro  cuidadosamente. 
         the  Raquel   Neg   cleaned  the  car    carefully 
         Mas  a   Ana  limpou  [e]. 
         but   the  Ana  cleaned 
         ‘Raquel didn’t clean the car carefully. But Ana did.’ 
          [e] = o   carro  cuidadosamente 
               the  car    carefully                       (Santos (2009: 28)) 
 
However, this VP adverb cannot be independently null, as the sentence in (85) shows.   
 
(85)  A   Raquel  limpou   o   carro  cuidadosamente. 
         the  Raquel  cleaned  the  car    carefully 
         Mas  a   Ana  não  o  limpou. 
         but   the  Ana  Neg  it  cleaned 
         ??/* ‘Ana didn’t clean the car carefully.’ 
             ‘Ana didn’t clean the car.’                    (Santos (2009: 28)) 
 
Given that there is no adjunct ellipsis, the interpretation of (84) should be obtained by 
ellipsis of the VP.  Thus, two observations indicate that null object constructions in 
European Portuguese are not instances of argument ellipsis, but they are instances of 
VP-ellipsis.   
     As we have seen above, certain verb-raising languages leave the main verb as a 
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remnant of VP-ellipsis.  Therefore, the proposed analysis is supported by 
cross-linguistic studies.   
 
3.5.3 Argument Ellipsis 
     The proposed analysis also predicts the absence of Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis in 
some languages.  That is, it can predict the presence of argument ellipsis instead of 
Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis in languages that lack verb movement.15  This prediction is 
borne out by Chinese.   
     As in other languages, null object constructions are seen in Chinese.   
 
(86)  John kanjian-le  tade  mama,  Mary  ye   kanjian-le. 
         John see-Perf    his   mother  Mary  also  see-Perf 
         ‘John saw his mother, and Mary did, too.’             (Huang (1991: 64)) 
 
A number of authors argue that the null object in (86) is not a null pronoun, but it is an 
instance of ellipsis, on the basis of the fact that sloppy reading is available for the empty 
object.  Although null object constructions are also seen in Chinese, it is widely stated 
that Chinese lacks verb movement (Huang et. al 2009).  An argument for the lack of 
verb movement is based on the distribution of VP-adverbs and floating quantifiers.  As 
shown in (87) and (88), main verbs do not precede VP-adverbs or floating quantifiers in 








(87)  a.   Tamen  renzhen   taolun-le     zhige    wenti. 
             they    serious    discuss-Perf   this-CL  problem 
             ‘They discussed this problem seriously.’ 
         b. * Tamen  taolun-le    renzhen   zhige    wenti. 
             they    discuss-Perf  serious    this-CL  problem 
             ‘They discussed this problem seriously.’ 
                                                       (Ernst (1995: 687)) 
(88)  a.   Xueshengman  dou  hui   xiewan  zuoye. 
             students       all   will  finish   assignment 
             ‘The students all will finish the assignment.’ 
         b.   Xueshengman  hui   dou  xiewan   zuoye. 
             students       will  all   finish    assignment  
             ‘The students will all finish the assignment.’ 
         c. * Xueshengman  hui   xiewan  dou   zuoye. 
             students       will  finish   all    assignment  
             ‘lit. The students will finish all the assignment.’ 
 
Thus, the standard diagnostics for verb movement shows that main verbs in Chinese 
never move out of the VP.  Consequently, Chinese cannot leave the main verb as a 
remnant of VP-ellipsis.  If Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis is not available in Chinese, the 






(89)  John kanjian-le  tade  mama,  Mary  ye   kanjian-le  [DP e]. 
         John see-Perf    his   mother  Mary  also  see-Perf 
         ‘John saw his mother, and Mary did, too.’ 
 
Actually, this analysis is confirmed by two characteristics for argument ellipsis.  First, 
in contrast to Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis, argument ellipsis is not subject to the verbal 
identity requirement.  Consider the null object construction in (90).   
 
(90)  Ta  xihuan  shousi  danshi  wo  taoyan. 
         He  like    sushi   but     I    hate 
         ‘He likes sushi but I dislike (sushi)’ 
 
In (90), the stranded verb in the elliptical clause is not identical with the verb in the 
antecedent clause.  This indicates that V is not interpretable for the ellipsis resolution. 
     Secondly, in contrast to (Verb-stranding) VP-ellipsis, argument ellipsis disallows 
the interpretation in which adjuncts is understood in the ellipsis site.  For example, in 
(91), it is impossible to get the interpretation in which the frequency phrase san-ci ‘three 
times’ or duration phrase hen jiu ‘a long time’ is understood in the ellipsis site.16 
 
(91)  a.  wo jian-guo  ta   san-ci;     tamen ye  jian-guo     
            I   see-Asp  him three times  they   also see-Asp  
            (tamen  zhi   jian-guo  yi-ci). 
            (they   only  see-Asp  one-time) 
            ‘I have seen him three times, they have seen (him), too.  
             (They only saw (him) once.)’ 
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         b.  wo renshi ta   hen jiu  le, wo baba   ye  renshi   
            I   know  him very long Le I   father  also know 
            (zhishi  meiyou  renshi hen jiu). 
            (only   not-have know  very long) 
            ‘I have known him for a long time; my father knew (him), too. 
             (Just not very long.)’ 
 
Thus, these two observations show that null object constructions in Chinese are not 
instances of Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis, but they are instances of argument ellipsis.17   
     Hence, a language without verb movement cannot strand a main verb as a 
remnant of VP-ellipsis.  In this language, the effect of main verb stranding is attributed 
to (multiple) argument drop. 
 
3.6   The Identity of X0 Traces/Copies under Ellipsis 
     The proposed analysis has an important consequence for morphosyntactic identity 
condition on ellipsis.  It has long been known that VP-ellipsis can ignore certain 
inflectional differences between the antecedent verb and the elided verb.  For example, 
a finite form of a verb can serve as an antecedent for the deletion of the bare form as in 
(92).   
 
(92)  a.  John slept, and Mary will [sleep] too. 
         b.  John sleeps (every afternoon), and Mary should [sleep] too. 
                                                     (Lasnik (1995b: 262)) 
 
However, in cases of ellipsis of a VP headed by the copula be, be can only be deleted 
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under identity with the very same form (Quirk et al. 1972, Warner 1985, 1986, 1993, 
Lasnik 1995b).  For example, a finite form of be cannot serve as an antecedent for the 
deletion of the bare form.   
 
(93)  a. * John was here, and Mary will [be here] too. 
     b. * John is here, and Mary will [be-here] too. 
                                                 (Lasnik (1995b: 263)) 
 
Note that there is no general prohibition on ellipsis of a VP headed by be following a 
modal as in (94). 
 
(94)  John will be here, and Mary will [be here] too.       (Lasnik (1995b: 263)) 
 
In addition, my informants agree with above judgments and point out a similar contrast 
as in (95). 
 
(95)  a. * John is a good teacher, and Mary will [be a good teacher] too. 
         b.   John will be a good teacher, and Mary will [be a good teacher] too. 
 
     Lasnik (1995b, 1997) proposes that a form of a verb can only be deleted under 
identity with the very same form, under the assumption that the copula be is introduced 
into syntactic structures already fully inflected, while lexical verbs are introduced into 
syntactic structures bare and acquire their inflection in the course of the derivation.  
Consequently, the finite forms of sleep and the nonfinite forms of sleep are syntactically 
identical at some stage in the derivation.18   Hence, ellipsis in (92) is well formed. 
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(96)  a.  i. Antecedent Clause    ii.  Ellipsis Clause 
                   TP                     TP 
               3               3 
              John      Tʹ              Mary     Tʹ 
                   3               3 
                   Tpast    VPA             will     VPE 
                        5                  5 
                         sleep                    sleep 
 
         b.  i. Antecedent Clause    ii.  Ellipsis Clause 
                   TP                     TP 
               3               3 
              John      Tʹ              Mary     Tʹ 
                   3               3 
                   Tpresent  VPA            should    VPE 
                         5                 5 
                          sleep                   sleep 
 
On the other hand, was/is and be are not identical in the course of the derivation.  
Since two VPs are not morphosyntactically identical, ellipsis in (93) is ill-formed. 
 
(97)  a.  Antecedent Clause     b.  Ellipsis Clause 
                TP                      TP 
             3               3 
            John      Tʹ              Mary     Tʹ 
                 3               3 
               was/is    VPA             will     VPE 
                     6               6 
                     /  here                be here 
 
If two forms of be are identical, two VPs are morphosyntactically identical.  As a 






(98)  a.  Antecedent Clause     b.  Ellipsis Clause 
                TP                      TP 
             3               3 
            John      Tʹ              Mary     Tʹ 
                 3               3 
                will     VPA             will     VPE 
                     6               6 
                      be here                   be here 
 
     Now, let us turn to the example of predicate phrase ellipsis in (99).   
 
(99)   You are a good teacher, and John will be [a good teacher] too. 
 
The present analysis shows that the copula be moves out of the VP-ellipsis site whether 
it is finite or nonfinite.  Thus, (99) is represented as follows. 
 
(100) a.  Antecedent Clause      b.  Ellipsis Clause 
                TP                       TP 
             3                3 
            You      Tʹ               John      Tʹ 
                 3                3 
                are      FP               will     FP 
                     3                3 
                          VPA               be     VPE 
                         6                6 
                          a good teacher            a good teacher 
 
According to Lasnik’s analysis, two different forms of be are assumed to appear in the 
elided VP and the antecedent VP.  Thus, his analysis wrongly predicts that (99) should 
be as bad as (97) is.19  Nevertheless, ellipsis in (99) is fully acceptable.   
     Although X0 traces/copies seem to be free for the purposes of identity condition 
on ellipsis, they are interpretable for ellipsis resolution.  Recall that the possessive 
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have cannot serve as an antecedent for ellipsis of a VP headed by be.   
 
(101) A:   Have you a good dentist?  
          B: * Yes, my cousin is [a good dentist]. 
 
I have argued that the deviance of (101) is due to the violation of the verbal identity 
condition.  This means that the main verbs that move out of the VPs are interpreted 
within the VPs for the purpose of ellipsis resolution.  That is, the elided V0 trace/copy 
must be identical to its correlate in the antecedent clause.  If V0 trace/copy is not 
identical with its correlate, VP-ellipsis is ill-formed.  Thus, a schematized 
representation is given in (102). 
 
(102)  a.  Antecedent Clause     b.  Ellipsis Clause 
                  CP                      TP 
               3               3 
              Have    TP             my cousin  Tʹ 
                   3               3 
                  you      Tʹ               is      VPE 
                       3               6 
                           VPA               a good dentist 
                           6 
                            a good dentist 
 
In (102), the antecedent VP have a good dentist is not identical with the elided VP is a 
good dentist.   
     Consequently, whether the elided be is a trace or not, it must be 
morphosyntactically identical with its correlate in the antecedent clause.  In order to 
satisfy the morphosyntactic identity condition on ellipsis, we need to assume that the 
copula be is also introduced into syntactic structures bare and acquires its inflection in 
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the course of the derivation.  That is, the form of be is determined by its landing site or 
its syntactic environment.  For example, the copula be that remains in V is spelled out 
as being, the copula be that moves to F is spelled out as be/been, and the copula be that 
moves to T is spelled out as am/is/are/was/were. 
     Consequently, Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis in English is well-formed, even if the 
form of the stranded verb be is different from that of the antecedent verb be.   
 
(103) a.  You are a good teacher, and John is, too. 
          b.  You are a good teacher, and John will be, too. 
 
Under the assumption that the copula be enters the syntactic derivation bare and its 
inflection or affix is outside the VP, the elided VP and the antecedent VP are identical in 
(103).   
 
(104) a.  You are a good teacher, and John is, too. 
      b.  i. Antecedent Clause    ii. Ellipsis Clause 
                   TP                       TP 
                3                3 
               You      Tʹ               John      Tʹ 
                    3                3 
                   are      FP                is      FP 
                        3                3 
                             VPA                    VPE 
                            6                6 






(105) a.  You are a good teacher, and John will be, too. 
      b.  i. Antecedent Clause    ii. Ellipsis Clause 
                   TP                       TP 
                3                3 
               You      Tʹ               John      Tʹ 
                    3                3 
                   are      FP               will     FP 
                        3                3 
                             VPA              be+0     VPE 
                            6                6 
                             a good teacher            a good teacher 
 
Since two VPs are morphosyntactically identical, the apparent morphological mismatch 
is permitted in Verb-stranding VP-ellipsis. 
     On the other hand, morphological mismatch is not permitted in ellipsis of FP.  
This is illustrated in (106). 
 
(106) * John is a good teacher, and Mary will [be a good teacher] too. 
 
This is because ellipsis of FP with a different value for the inflectional feature violates 
the syntactic identity condition on ellipsis.   
 
(107)  i. Antecedent Clause    ii. Ellipsis Clause 
                   TP                       TP 
                3                3 
               You      Tʹ               John      Tʹ 
                    3                3 
                   are      FPA              will     FPE 
                        3                3 
                             VP               be+0    VP 
                            6                6 
                             a good teacher            a good teacher 
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In (107), the elided FP contains the zero affix +0 while the antecedent FP does not.  
Thus, this causes the violation of the morphosyntactic identity condition.  As a result, 
ellipsis of FP is disallowed.   
    Consequently, the interaction between be-raising and the strict identity condition 
on ellipsis shows that an elided V0 trace/copy must be identical with its correlate in 
terms of its semantics, morphology and syntax.20   
 
3.7  Conclusion 
     In this chapter, I have argued that a verb phrase can be missing after the copula be.  
Specifically, the copula be moves from the elided VP to the functional projection FP that 
dominates the vP.  The proposed analysis is supported by the two important 
characteristics of VP-ellipsis.  First, the stranded verb be in the elliptical clause must 
be identical with the verb in the antecedent clause.  Secondly, the (sentential) adverb is 
understood in the ellipsis site.  These two characteristics clearly show that ellipsis 
targets the VP, and DP/AP/PP-ellipsis is unavailable in English.  Finally, I have argued 
that ellipsis of be is subject to the strict identity condition.  The interaction between 
be-raising and strict identity condition on ellipsis shows that an elided V0 trace/copy 
must be identical with its correlate in terms of its semantics, morphology and syntax.  
Consequently, the copula be also enters the syntactic derivation bare and acquire its 




Notes to Chapter 3
 
   This chapter is a revised version of Sato (2013). 
 
1.   See also Akmajian et al. (1979), Oku (1998), Omaki (2009), Thoms (2010), 
Aelbrecht and Harwood (2013), and Bošković (2013). 
 
2.   Baltin (1995) points out that a predicate nominal can serve as the antecedent for the 
ellipsis, while a referring DP cannot. 
 
    (i) a. * I look for an excellent teacher for my children, but I don’t think that Fred 
           IS. 
       b.   I look for an excellent teacher for my children, but I don’t think that Fred 
           IS an excellent teacher. 
                                                      (Baltin (1995: 233)) 
 
Thus, the DP-ellipsis analysis requires an additional assumption that DP-ellipsis is 
sensitive to some notion of predication.   
    On the other hand, the VP-ellipsis analysis does not need the assumption.  Under 
the VP-ellipsis analysis, the ungrammaticality of (ia) is attributed to the absence of the 
antecedent VP.  That is, the VP look for an excellent teacher for my children cannot 
serve as the antecedent for ellipsis.   
 
    (ii) * I [VP look for an excellent teacher for my children], but I don’t think that    




Since the VP-ellipsis analysis can account for (ia) without an additional assumption, the 
VP-ellipsis analysis seems to be superior to the DP-ellipsis analysis.  
 
3.   Note that it is possible to elide the non-verbal predicates if they are selected by the 
copula be. 
 
    (i) a.  You are a good teacher, and John is [a good teacher] too. 
       b.  They are intelligent, and John is [intelligent] too. 
       c.  Mary is in good shape, and John is [in good shape] too. 
                                                      (Oku (1998: 39-40)) 
 
4.   See Akmajian and Wasow (1975) and Blight (2000), who claim that that be 
obligatorily moves outside the VP just in case progressive be is not present.   
 
5.   Since be and been cannot be fronted along with the non-verbal predicate under 
VP-preposing, the results imply that VP-preposing cannot be applied to the FP 
projection. 
 
    (i) a. * John said that he was going to be obnoxious, and … 
           [FP be [vP the tbe obnoxious]]i [TP he will ti]. 
       b. * I told the children to be very good, and … 






6.   I suppress some structural details for simplicity, though I assume with Stowell 
(1978) that be is a raising predicate and takes a small clause as its complement.  See 
also Bowers (1993, 2001) and Moro (1997, 2000) for the syntax of copula 
constructions. 
 
7.   Merchant (2013a) argues that the presence of sloppy readings is not a diagnostic 
for ellipsis because sloppy readings are found even in pronouns, null complement 
anaphora and anaphoric expressions such as do the same, do it and do so.   
 
    (i) a.  The man who gave his paycheck to his wife was wiser than the man who  
          gave it to his mistress.                        (Karttunen (1969: 114)) 
       b.  Ralph ate his ice-cream with a spoon, and Seymour did the same thing. 
                                                   (Merchant (2013: 540)) 
       c.  Devin gave his mother a pie, and Jeremy did so, too   (Hauser (2010: 18)) 
       d.  Max hit his friend, and Oscar did it, too.            (Hauser (2010: 18)) 
       e.  Jorden was happy to help her mom in the greenhouse, but Jacqueline     
          refused.                                      (Hauser (2010: 18)) 
 
Thus, even if null arguments in Japanese and Korean allow sloppy readings, we cannot 
conclude that they are the result of ellipsis (or PF deletion).  In order to demonstrate 
that null arguments are elliptic, we should figure out another way. 
 
8.   Saito (2007) argues that certain adjuncts, which are arguments of the event 




can be recovered in null object constructions.   
 
    (i)   a.  Taroo-wa  [zibun-no   oya  -no    ie    -ni] sunde  iru 
            Taroo-Top  self -Gen parent-Gen  house -in  live 
            ‘Taroo lives in his parents’ house.’ 
         b.  Demo,  Hanako-wa    e     sunde  inai 
            but     Hanako-Top         live-not 
            ‘But Hanako does not live in his/her parents’ house.’ 
                                                        (Saito (2007: 23)) 
 
In (ib), sloppy reading is available for the null PP.  However, if an overt pronoun 
appears at the ellipsis site, sloppy reading disappears and strict reading is forced. 
 
    (ii)  a.  Taroo-wa  [zibun-no   oya  -no    ie    -ni] sunde  iru 
           Taroo-Top  self -Gen parent-Gen  house -in  live 
           ‘Taroo lives in his parents’ house.’ 
        b.  Demo,  Hanako-wa   soko-ni  sunde  inai 
           but     Hanako-Top  there-in  live   Neg 
           ‘But Hanako does not live in his parents’ house.’ 
                                                        (Saito (2007: 23)) 
 
Based on the presence of the sloppy reading, Saito argues that the locative adjunct 
undergoes ellipsis in (ib).   




    (iii) a.  (Watashi-wa)  [Taroo-ga  [zibun-no   sippai -de]  kubi-ni  natta to] 
            I-Top        Taroo-Nom self -Gen mitake-for  was-fired     that 
            kiite   iru 
            hear 
            ‘I hear that Taroo was fired because of his mistakes.’ 
       b. *  Demo, [Hanako-ga      e   kubi-ni  natta   to]   kiite inai 
            but     Hanako-Nom       was-fired       that  hear-not 
            ‘But I have not heard that Hanako was fired because of his mistakes.’ 
                                                        (Saito (2007: 23)) 
 
(iiib) cannot receive the intended sloppy interpretation, but it only means that I have not 
heard that Hanako was fired. 
    Thus, the availability of adjunct ellipsis seems to be attributed to the argumenthood 
of adjuncts. 
 
9.   Kim (2012) argues that there is an asymmetry in the recoverability of adjunct.  
Although manner and reason adjuncts cannot be recovered in null object constructions, 
locative and temporal adjuncts are recoverable in these contexts.  The contrast seems 
to be attributed to the argumenthood of the adjunct.  See note 8 for the relevant 
discussion.   
    Manner and reason adjuncts can be recovered in VP-ellipsis in Korean.  See Kim 
(1997), Park (1997) and Kim (2012) for another asymmetry between null object 





10.   See Oku (1998) and Takahashi (2008) for an analysis of the impossibility of 
adjunct ellipsis. 
 
11.   The null copula can serve as the antecedent verb, while it cannot license the 
ellipsis. 
 
    (i) a. * Mary considers Susan a good teacher, and John considers Bill [a good   
           teacher]. 
                                                    (Oku (1998: 58, fn 19)) 
       b. * Bill will look very good and John will look [very good] too. 
                                                    (Oku (1998: 58, fn 24)) 
 
This suggests that a null functional element or head cannot license VP-ellipsis.  See 
also Potsdam (1996, 1997b) for the relevant discussion.  However, it is not clear 
whether phonetically null elements in general fail to license VP-ellipsis.  I will open 
the question of whether the trace of be can license VP-ellipsis.   
 
12.   See Doron (1990, 1999) and Goldberg (2005) for Hebrew, McCloskey (1991, 
2007, 2011) for Irish, Ngonyani (1996) and Goldberg (2005) for Swahili, Holmberg 
(1999, 2001) for Finnish, Cyrino and Matos (2002, 2005) and Santos (2009) for 
European/Brazilian Portuguese, Stjepanović (1997, 1998) for Serbo-Croatian, Lipták 






13.   Although Goldberg (2005) first called this ellipsis phenomenon Verb-stranding 
VP-ellipsis, the idea that a main verb moves out of the VP-ellipsis site has been already 
proposed by Huang (1988, 1991) and Otani and Whitman (1991).   
 
14.   See Doron (1983, 1990, 1999) and Shlonsky (1987, 1991) for further examples 
and discussion. 
 
15.   It is difficult to examine the presence of verb movement in SOV languages.  For 
this reason, I put aside argument ellipsis in SOV languages here.  Although we cannot 
explore the presence of argument ellipsis in these languages in terms of the absence of 
verb movement, several researchers show that argument ellipsis is attested in SOV 
languages.  See Sener and Takahashi (2010a, b) for Turkish.  
 
16.   This example is taken from Aoun and Li (2008: 253) and my informant agrees 
with their judgment.   
 
17.   As pointed out by Xu (2003) and Ai (2006), manner adverbs cannot be recovered 
in null object constructions in Chinese as well.  Thus, (i) does not mean that Lisi has 
left Guangzhou in a hurry, but it simply means that Lisi has left Guangzhou. 
 
    (i) Context: It was such a terrible period of time. 
       Zhangsan  congcong  likai-le     Guangzhou;  Lisi ye   likai-le_. 
       Zhangsan  in-a-hurry leave-Asp  Guangzhou  Lisi also  leave-Asp. 




However, the manner adverb cannot be used as a diagnostics for Verb-stranding 
VP-ellipsis in Chinese, because it occupies a position external to the domain of ellipsis.  
Thus, the absence of the intended reading does not indicate the absence of VP-ellipsis in 
Chinese.   
 
18.   See Wurmbrand (2011, 2012) for an updated version of Lasnik’s analysis.  She 
proposes that the copula be enters the derivation bearing valued inflectional features, 
while main verbs enter the derivation bearing unvalued inflectional features. 
 
19.  If we also adopt the idea that head movement takes place in the phonological 
component (Chomsky 2000, Boeckx and Stjepanović 2001, Schoorlemmer and 
Temmerman 2012), the problem is obvious.  Since two different forms of be remain 
within the VPs in narrow syntax, we wrongly predict that (93) should be ruled out.  
Thus, if we maintain Lasnik’s analysis, we need to assume that head movement takes 
place in narrow syntax. 
 
20.  This kind of strict identity condition is not required to an elided XP trace/copy.  
See Potsdam (1996, 1997a) for the relevant discussion.  I leave open the question of 






A Consequence of the Licensing Condition on Ellipsis: 
There-Insertion in the Minimalist Perspective 
 
4.1   Introduction 
     This chapter explores further consequences of the licensing condition on ellipsis.  
The Spec condition discussed in chapter 2 requires each specifier position to be filled to 
license the ellipsis of its complement.  It follows from the Spec condition that the 
expletive there moves from the Spec of vP to the Spec of TP.  That is, the expletive 
there is first merged into the specifier of vP.  Following Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) 
original conception of phases, I propose that dummy (nonreferential, nonargumental) 
elements such as expletives are not contained in a Lexical Array (LA), but they are 
introduced to the derivation after the LA is exhausted.  Consequently, expletives are 
first merged into the phase edge.  For example, the expletive there is merged into the 
phase edge of v.  The proposed analysis also predicts the presence of CP-expletives, 
which are merged into the phase edge of C.  Finally, I show that the CP-expletive is 
exhibited in English as well as in Icelandic.   
    This chapter is organized as follows.  Section 4.2 reviews the licensing condition 
on ellipsis, which we have discussed in chapter 2, and then argues that the expletive 
there is inserted to a lower position than TP.  Section 4.3 presents my proposal.  
Section 4.4 provides further arguments for the low origin account of there.  Section 4.5 





4.2   The Licensing Condition on Ellipsis and There-Insertion 
     It is traditionally assumed that the expletive there is directly inserted to the 
specifier of TP.  This analysis remains the standard assumption in minimalist analysis 
(Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001).  Under Chomsky’s (2000) analysis, the expletive there 
is freely merged into the specifier of TP to fulfill an EPP feature on T, but the 
nominative case and the agreement feature on T are checked by the associate of there.  
This checking is implemented by the operation Agree.   
 
(1)        TP 
           3 
         there      Tʹ 
               3 
               T       vP 
               !   3 
               !   v       VP 
               !        3 
               !      arrived    DP 
               !            6 
               z-----> a train 
                    Agree 
 
     However, if the analysis I present in chapter 2 is correct, there is expected to be 
first merged into a lower position than TP.  I have argued in chapter 2 that the licensing 
condition on ellipsis, which is proposed by Lobeck (1990, 1995) and Saito and 
Murasugi (1990), is extended to the functional category vP.  Thus, specifier positions 
must be filled to permit ellipsis of their complement even in the functional projection 





(2)  a.  Sluicing                b.  NP-Ellipsis (‘Nʹ’-Ellipsis) 
               CP                        DP 
            3                 3 
           XP       Cʹ                XP       Dʹ 
                3                 3 
                C      TP                 D      NP 
 
       c.  VP-Ellipsis (vP-deletion)   d.  VP-Ellipsis (VP-deletion) 
              TP                         vP 
           3                  3 
          XP       Tʹ                 XP       vʹ 
               3                  3 
               T      vP                  v      VP 
 
We have seen that one argument for VP-deletion, illustrated in (2d), comes from 
VP-ellipsis in infinitival clauses.  There is an asymmetry between control clauses and 
exceptional Case-marking (ECM) constructions.   
 
(3) a.   Rebecca wanted Jill to join the team, so Pam persuaded her to. 
        b. * Some people believe there to be no such rules, but I believe there to. 
 
The contrast in (3) shows that control infinitivals allow vP-deletion, while raising 
infinitivals do not.   
 
(4) a.   Rebecca wanted Jill to join the team, so Pam persuaded her [TP to [vP e ]]. 
        b. * Some people believe there to be no such rules, but I believe [TP there to    
            [vP e]]. 
 
In (4b), the Spec of TP headed by to is filled by the expletive there, which is an 
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indicator of the raising infinitival clause.  Even though the raising infinitival TP 
satisfies the Spec requirement, vP-deletion is not allowed.  However, ellipsis turns out 
to be well-formed if the raising infinitival to is followed by the nonfinite forms of be.   
 
(5) a. * Some people believe there to be no such rules, but I believe there to. 
        b.   Some people believe there to be no such rules, but I believe there to be. 
 
The contrast in (5) indicates that ellipsis in (5b) is licensed in a lower functional 
projection than TP.  Given that VP-ellipsis in (5b) is subject to the licensing condition 
on ellipsis in (1), (5b) suggests that the expletive there is introduced to a lower position 
than TP and moves to the Spec of TP.   
 
(6) Ellipsis Clause:  
        I believe TP 
                 3 
                         Tʹ 
                 :  3 
                 !  to      vP 
                 !      3 
                 z-- there     vʹ 
                             3 
                             v      VPE 
                             !   3 
                             be  tbe      DP 
                                     6 
                                     such rules 
 
Thus, the analysis I present in chapter 2 expects there to be merged into a lower position 




4.3   Proposal 
     The expletive there seems to be an optional element in that a sentence is 
well-formed without it.   
 
(7) a.  There arrived a train. 
        b.  A train arrived. 
 
Thus, I propose that expletives are not contained in a Lexical Array (LA), but they are 
inserted to the derivation after the LA is exhausted.1   
    The current minimalist framework advanced by Chomsky (2000 et. seq.) assumes 
that syntactic structure is constructed in a bottom-up fashion and parts of the syntactic 
structure already formed are cyclically transferred to the phonological and semantic 
components at particular stages called phases.  In the original formulation, phases are 
the lexical subarrays, which are the sub-numeration (Chomsky 2000, 2001).  Given 
that syntactic structures are first built by the merger of lexical items with their semantic 
contents from an LA, lexical items without their semantic contents are merged after the 
LA is exhausted.  Consequently, dummy elements such as expletives are first merged 
to the phase edge that is nonthematic.  To illustrate this, consider the examples in (7). 
     Under the proposed analysis, (7a) and (7b) have the same numeration. 
 
(8)  Num ={{T}{v, arrive, a train}} 
 
Given that unaccusative and passive vPs constitute phases (Legate 2003), the first 




(9)       vP 
          3 
          v      VP 
              3 
             arrive    DP 
                   5 
                   a train 
 
After the LA is exhausted, the expletive there can be inserted into the syntactic 
derivation.  Since the expletive there is nonthematic and therefore unable to receive a 
θ-role, it must be merged into a nonthematic position.  This requirement is satisfied in 
the particular type of specifier position of vP.  For example, the Spec of passive or 
unaccusative vP is a nonthematic position because the passive or unaccusative v does 
not bear a θ-role that is assigned to an external argument.  On the other hand, the Spec 
of transitive v is a thematic position because the transitive v has a θ-role that is assigned 
to an external argument.2  Thus, there is only merged into the Spec of passive or 
unaccusative vP.  If there is merged into the Spec of vP in (9), it moves to the Spec of 
TP to check an EPP feature on T.   
 
(10)  a.    vP                 b.     TP 
           3                3 
          there     vʹ               there     Tʹ 
               3            :  3 
               v      VP      >    !  T      vP 
                   3        !      3 
                  arrive    DP        z--  t        vʹ 
                         5                 3 
                         a train                  v      VP 
                                                    3 
                                                   arrive    DP 
                                                         5 




On the other hand, if there is not merged into the specifier of vP in (9), the internal 
argument moves to the Spec of TP through the Spec of vP. 
 
(11)      TP 
          3 
         a train    Tʹ 
          :  3 
          !  T       vP 
          !       3 
          z--- t        vʹ 
                  !   3 
                  !   v      VP 
                  !       3 
                  !     arrived    DP 
                  !           6 
                  z------- t 
 
Consequently, the expletive there is merged into the particular Spec of vP.  In the next 
section, I provide pieces of evidence for the proposed analysis. 
 
4.4   The Low Merger of There 
     Arguments for the low merger of there come from “selection.”  According to the 
standard analysis, the subject expletive there is freely merged into the Spec of TP to 
satisfy an EPP feature on T.  However, the expletive there cannot freely occur in the 
Spec of TP.  This section shows that there-insertion is dependent on syntactic and 







     As we have seen above, the expletive there can appear in unaccusative 
constructions.4   
 
(12)  a.  There appeared a shadowy figure in the doorway. 
         b.  There arrived a train in the station. 
                                                       (Deal (2009: 286)) 
 
While unaccusative verbs are compatible with the existential constructions, unergative 
and transitive verbs are incompatible with the existential sentences. 
 
(13)  a. * There laughed a man in the hallway.             (Deal (2009: 286)) 
      b. * There ate a boy an apple.                   (Harwood (2011: 138)) 
 
The contrast between (12) and (13) suggests that the cause of the ungrammaticality of 
(13) is attributed to the presence of the external argument (agentive subject).  In other 
words, the expletive there and the external argument compete for the same position.  
Unaccusative vPs lack the Spec of vP, so that the expletive there can be merged into this 
position. 
 
(14)          vP 
              3 
            there      vʹ 
             :   3 
             !   vunacc   VP 
             !       3 
             !       V      DP 
         okthere-insertion 
140 
 
    On the other hand, as for transitive or unergative constructions, their specifier 
positions are filled by the external arguments.  As a result, the external argument 
blocks the insertion of there to the Spec of vP.   
 
(15)  a.  Transitive vP               b.   Unergative vP 
            vP                             vP 
             3                      3 
            Subj      vʹ                     Subj      vʹ 
             :  3                  :  3 
             !  vtrans    VP                  !  vtrans     V 
             !      3              !       
             !      V      DP              !       
          *there-insertion                   *there-insertion 
 
Since there-insertion is dependent upon the status of vP, there is assumed to be merged 
into the Spec of vP. 
 
4.4.2 Presentational There Insertion 
     Secondly, Presentational There Insertion (PTI) provides an additional argument 
that there-insertion is compatible with unaccusative vPs.  The expletive there cannot 
occur in transitive or unergative constructions, but it may occur in these constructions if 
transitive or unergative vPs behave like unaccusative vPs.  This is illustrated in (16).   
 
(16)  a.  There entered the room a strange man.          (Chomsky (2001: 21)) 
         b.  There hit the stands a new journal.             (Chomsky (2001: 21)) 
         c.  There walked into the room a man no one recognized.  




In (16), the external argument seems to be displaced to the sentence-final position.  
However, such displacement has nothing to do with the grammaticality of (16) because 
transitive expletive constructions are impossible in Standard English even if the external 
argument is located in the sentence-final position. 
 
(17)   a. * There will someone eat a bagle. 
          b. * There eat bagles many people. 
                                                     (Bowers (2002: 194)) 
(18)   a. * There laughed someone raucously. 
          b. * There laugh raucously many people. 
                                                     (Bowers (2002: 194)) 
 
As for (16), Bowers (2002) argues that the verbs enter and hit contain covert locatives: 
enter = ‘go into’ and hit = ‘appear on.’  Thus, the verbs enter and hit consist of an 
unaccusative verb and a locative PP.  Given that the V-NP sequences entered the room 
and hit the stands are reanalyzed as unaccusative verbs, (16a) and (16b) also indicate 
that there-insertion is compatible with the unaccusative constructions.   
     If the V-NP sequences serve as unaccusative verbs, the sentence-final DPs a 
strange man and a new journal are internal arguments.  Consequently, the 
sentence-final DPs do not compete with the expletive there for the Spec of vP.  Hence, 







(19)  a.        vP                  b.        vP 
              3                    3 
            there      vʹ                  there      vʹ 
                  3                    3 
                  vunacc   VP                    vunacc   VP 
                      3                    3 
                      V      DP                    V      DP 
                      !   6                !   6 
             enter the room  a strange man      hit the stands  a new journal 
 
On the other hand, if transitive or unergative verbs cannot be reanalyzed as unaccusative 
vPs, PTI is not allowed. 
 
(20)  a * There hit the ball two batters. 
         b.   There hit the newsstand a book by Chomsky. 
                                                  (Newmeyer (1987: 297)) 
 
    The same reasoning is applied to (16c), repeated here as (21).   
 
(21)   There walked into the room a man no one recognized.  
                                       (Rochemont and Culicover (1990: 70)) 
 
Teny (1994) argues that the telicity or delimitedness contributes to the determination of 
unaccusativity.  According to Teny’s (1987) analysis, manner of motion verbs without 
an inherent direction are unergative, but manner of motion verbs with an inherent 
direction are unaccusative.  Thus, unergative verbs behave like unaccucative verbs 
only if they co-occur with directional PPs.  This is confirmed by the auxiliary selection, 
which is considered to be a diagnostic test for unaccusativity.  In Dutch, the auxiliary 
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‘be’ occurs with unaccusative verbs and the auxiliary ‘have’ occurs with unergative 
verbs. 
 
(22)  Dutch 
         a.  Jan  is  gearriveerd. 
            Jan  is  arrived 
            ‘Jan arrived.’                      (Reinhart and Siloni (2005: 427)) 
         b.  Hij  heeft/*is gelopen. 
            He  has/is   run 
            ‘He ran.’                                  (Zaenen (1993: 136)) 
 
If the unergative verb ‘run’ is accompanied by a goal phrase, it can select the auxiliary 
‘have.’ 
 
(23)  Dutch 
        Hij  is/?heeft  naar  huis   gelopen. 
            He  is/has    to    home  run 
            ‘He ran home.’                             (Zaenen (1993: 136)) 
 
The same holds for Italian.  Unergative verbs with directional PPs exhibit the same 







(24)  Italian 
         a.  Maria  è  arrivata. 
            Maria  is  arrived 
            ‘Maria has arrived.’                           (Burzio (1986: 54)) 
         b.  Gianni  ha/*è    corso. 
            John    have/*is  run 
            ‘John ran.’                     (Folli and Harley (2006: 135 fn. 23)) 
         c.  Gianni è  corso  verso    il   bosco. 
            John   is  run    towards  the  woods 
            ‘John ran towards the woods.’          (Folli and Harley (2006: 136)) 
 
Thus, manner of motion verbs with directional PP are unaccusatives in terms of their 
syntax.   
     Given that an unergative verb with a directional PP serves as an unaccusative verb, 
the post-verbal DP is considered as an internal argument.  Consequently, the 
sentence-final DP and the expletive there do not compete for the same position, so that 
there can be merged into the Spec of vP even in (21). 
 
(25)         vP 
            3 
          there      vʹ 
                3 
                vunacc   VP 
                    3 
                    V       DP 
                    !    6 
                walk into   a man no one 




Therefore, English allows the apparent transitive expletive construction if main verbs 
serve as unaccusative verbs.  This also suggests that there is merged into the Spec of 
unaccusative vP.   
 
4.4.3 The Auxiliary Be 
     An additional argument for the low merger of there comes from the auxiliary be 
and the copula be.  Harwood (2013b) argues that progressive aspect is contained 
within v’s LA, while other aspectual projections are contained within the C’s LA.  In 
other words, the clause internal phase can be extended up to the progressive projection 
only when the progressive be is present.  Thus, if the progressive auxiliary is contained 
in an LA, the expletive there can co-occur with any kind of verb.   
 
(26)  Unergative Existential Constructions 
         a. * There has a boy laughed. 
         b. * There will a boy laugh. 
         c.   There was a boy laughing. 
         d.   There could have been many boys laughing. 
                                                    (Harwood (2011: 138)) 
(27)  Transitive Existential Constructions 
         a. * There has a boy eaten an apple. 
         b. * There will a boy eat an apple. 
         c.   There was a boy eating an apple. 
         c.   There could have been a boy eating an apple. 




These examples indicate that there-insertion is dependent upon the presence of the 
progressive auxiliary be.  Even if there is a modal or perfective auxiliary in the 
sentence, unergative and transitive existential construction are ungrammatical.   
     Let us consider how the phase-based analysis of there-insertion deals with these 
examples.  Consider the example of (27c).  Given that progressive aspect is contained 
within v’s LA, (27c) has the following sub-numerations.   
 
(28)  There could have been a boy eating an apple. 
 Num = {{T, Perf, could, have}{vprog, v, be, a boy, eat, an apple}} 
 
After the v’ LA is exhausted, the expletive there can be inserted into the syntactic 
derivation.  Since the progressive be has no external θ-role, the expletive there can be 
introduced to its nonthematic position.  Finally, there moves to the Spec of TP to 
satisfy the EPP on T0. 
 
(29)  a.     vPprog                 b.    vPprog 
            3                 3 
            be     vP                there     vʹprog 
                3                 3 
               a boy     vʹ                 be      vP 
                    3   >             3 
                    v      VP                 a boy     vʹ 
                        6                  3 
                        eating an apple               v      VP 
                                                       6 
                                                       eating an apple 
 
Since the vPprog is the clause internal phase, expletives are merged into its specifier 
position.   
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(30)          TP 
              3 
                      Tʹ 
             :    3 
             !   could    PerfP 
             !         3 
             !                Perfʹ 
        *there-insertion   :   3 
                       !  have      vPprog 
                       !        3 
                       !                vʹprog 
                *there-insertion    :   3 
                                !   be      vP 
                                !       6 
                                !       a boy eating  
                          okthere-insertion  an apple 
                                              
 
Since the modal auxiliary could and the perfective have belongs to the C’s LA, the 
expletive there cannot be externally merged into the Spec of PerfP or the Spec of TP 
after the C’s LA is exhausted.  That is, there is no time to merge the expletive there 
into the specifier of have or the specifier of TP.  
     An additional argument for the insertion of there to the specifier of be comes 
from small clauses.   
 
(31)  a.   I consider there to be a man (in the room). 
         b. * I consider there a man (in the room). 
                                                     (Kallulli (2008: 283)) 
 
(31) shows that there cannot appear in the small clause without the copula be.  Thus, 
the contrast in (31) also indicates that the there-insertion depends on the presence of be.5   
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4.4.4 Raising Constructions 
     We have seen that there-insertion is compatible with certain unaccusative verbs.  
Deal (2009) notes that this selectional restriction is also found even if the verb is 
embedded within the raising predicate seem.   
 
(32)  a.   There is a nurse available. 
         b. ? There arrived many people. 
         c. * There run many people. 
(33)  a.   There seems to be a nurse available. 
         b. ? There seemed to arrive many people. 
         c. * There seems to run many people. 
                                               (Sportiche et. al (2014: 212)) 
 
As shown in (32) and (33), the copula be and the unaccusative verb arrive can co-occur 
with the expletive there even if they are embedded within the raising predicate seem, 
while the unergative verb run cannot.  Under the standard analysis of there-insertion, it 
is possible to insert the expletive there to the embedded or the matrix Spec of TP.  
Thus, the standard analysis expects (33c) to be grammatical.  However, the expletive 
there is still incompatible with the unergative verb run even if it is embedded within the 
raising predicate seem.  Thus, these examples suggest that there cannot be freely 
merged into the Spec of TP, but it must be generated within the vPs.  Since the 
selectional restriction is found even in raising constructions, we can conclude that there 
is merged into the embedded Spec of vP and moves to the matrix Spec of TP.   
    So far, we have seen that the expletive there is first merged into the phase edge of v 
that is nonthematic.  Thus, there is compatible only with unaccusative, passive and 
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progressive vPs.  Given that CP constitutes a phase, the proposed analysis also predicts 
that expletives are merged into the phase edge of C.  In the next section, I test the 
prediction by the object expletive it and transitive expletive constructions in Germanic 
languages. 
 
4.5   Further Consequences 
4.5.1 The Object Expletive It 
     English allows the object expletive it as in (34). 
 
(34)  I just knew it that Mary would fire John today.        (Stroik (1996: 239)) 
 
Like the subject expletive there, the object expletive it seems to be optional in that the 
sentence is well-formed without it.6 
 
(35)  a.  I just knew that Mary would fire John today. 
         b.  I just knew it that Mary would fire John today. 
                                                      (Stroik (1996: 239)) 
 
Since the object expletive it is semantically vacuous and does not bear any θ-role, it is 
unreasonable to assume that it is directly selected as the object by the lexical verb.  
One way to resolve such a problem is to merge the object expletive it into the 
nonthematic position, the Spec of CP.7  I assume with Stroik (1996) that the object 
expletive it moves from the Spec of CP to the canonical object position.8  Given that 




(36)   I just [vP knew [VP it tV [CP t [C′ that Mary would fire John today]]. 
                               : 
                             it-insertion 
 
Indeed, there are two arguments that the object expletive it is merged to the spec of CP.   
     First, the object expletive it cannot co-occur with the wh-phrase that occupies the 
specifier of CP.   
 
(37)  a.   I just knew that Mary would fire John today. 
         b.   I just knew it that Mary would fire John today. 
(38)  a.   I just knew where Mary would fire John. 
         b. * I just knew it where Mary would fire John. 
                                                      (Stroik (1996: 239)) 
 
The ungrammaticality of (38b) indicates that the object expletive it and the wh-phrase 
compete for the same position, the specifier of CP.  This complementary distribution 
indicates that the object expletive it occupies the specifier of CP at some point of the 
derivation. 
     Although the object expletive it is incompatible with the wh-phrases, it is 
compatible with the overt complementizers that, for, if and whether.   
 
(39)  a.  I just knew it that Mary would fire John today.     (Stroik (1996: 239)) 
         b.  I dislike it for him to be so cruel.       (Postal and Pullum (1988: 642)) 
         c.  I would prefer it if Kim were not informed. 
                                             (Postal and Pullum (1988: 649)) 
         d.  I doubt it very much whether he will make it.     (Radford (2009: 364)) 
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Since the object expletive it is compatible with overt C0 lacking its specifier position, it 
is reasonable to assume that the object expletive it is merged into the specifier of CP.   
     Secondly, the object expletive it is compatible only with the CP projection.  As 
Rosenbaum (1967), Postal (1974) and Milsark (1988) observe, the object expletive it 
cannot co-occur with possessive or accusative gerunds. 
 
(40)  a. * Mary finds it a delight Fred’s swimming for hours in mountain ponds. 
         b. * Mary finds it a delight Fred swimming for hours in mountain ponds. 
         c.   Mary finds it a delight swimming for hours in mountain ponds. 
                                                     (Milsark (1988: 626)) 
 
It is widely assumed that accusative gerunds are TPs and PRO-ing gerunds are CPs.9  
Under the assumption, (40) indicates that the object expletive it cannot co-occur with 
the DP or TP, while it can co-occur with the CP. 
 
(41)  a. * Mary finds it a delight [DP Fred’s swimming for hours in mountain     
     ponds]. 
         b. * Mary finds it a delight [TP Fred swimming for hours in mountain       
             ponds]. 
         c.   Mary finds it a delight [CP [TP PRO swimming for hours in mountain      
             ponds]]. 
 
Given that the object expletive it cannot be directly merged into the object position, the 
sectional restriction also suggests that the object expletive it is merged into the Spec of 
CP.10  Thus, we can conclude that the object expletive it is also merged into the phase 
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edge of C. 
     Now, let us turn to the expletive it that appears in the subject position.   
 
(42)  a.  It seems that Sue left.                         (Stroik (1996: 238)) 
         b.  It is well known that Lou likes Sam.             (Stroik (1996: 244)) 
 
We have seen in section 4.4 that the subject expletive there is first merged into the phase 
edge of vP.  If subject expletives are uniformly introduced to the phase edge of v, the 
expletive it that occupies the canonical subject position behaves differently from the 
object expletive it.  Thus, if the subject expletive it is introduced to the Spec of vP 
instead of the Spec of CP, we expect that it co-occurs with the wh-phrase.  Indeed, this 
expectation is borne out by (43). 
 
(43)  a.  It is well known that Lou likes Sam. 
         b.  It is well known who Lou likes. 
                                                      (Stroik (1996: 244)) 
 
As shown in (43), the subject expletive it can co-occur with the wh-phrase.  
Consequently, the subject expletive it originates from a different position from that of 
the object expletive it.  If the proposed analysis is correct, subject expletives are 






4.5.2 Transitive Expletive Constructions in Icelandic 
     A subset of Germanic languages has Transitive Expletive Constructions (TECs).  
The following example is from Icelandic. 
 
(44)  það   klaruðu   margar  mýs   ostinn    alveg.    
         there  finished   many   mice  the-cheese completely 
         ‘There finished many mice completely the cheese.’ 
                                 (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001: 213)) 
 
Icelandic is a verb second (V2) language and allows overt object shift of full DPs as 
well as weak pronominals.  Here, let us adopt the standard assumptions that V2 
involves V-to-C movement and that the shifted object adjoins to the vP.  Given the 
standard assumptions, the finite verb klaruðu ‘finished’ occupies C0 and the object 
ostinn ‘the cheese’ adjoins to vP, preceding the manner adverb alveg ‘completely’. 
 
(45)         CP 
            3 
           það        Cʹ 
           there   3 
               klaruðu       TP 
               finished   3 
                    margar mýs     Tʹ 
                    many mice  3 
                              tT+V+v    vP 
                                 3 
                                ostinn       vP 
                              the-cheese   3 
                                        alveg     vP 
                                    completely 6 




Since the associate DP has already filled the specifier of TP, we expect that the expletive 
það ‘there’ should fill the specifier of CP.  This expectation is borne out by the 
following examples. 
 
(46)  a.  Ígær      hefur  (*það)  komið  strákur. 
            Yesterday is     (there)  come   boy. 
            ‘Yesterday, there came a boy.’ 
         b.  það   hefur  komið  strákur. 
            There  is     come   boy 
            ‘There came a boy.’ 
                                                      (Vikner (1995: 185)) 
 
As shown in (46), the expletive cannot appear in the Spec of TP if the Spec of CP is 
already filled by the adverb Ígær ‘yesterday.’  Thus, the Icelandic expletive það ‘there’ 
is considered as a CP-expletive.12  Therefore, the proposed analysis is supported by 
TECs in Germanic languages. 
 
4.6   Conclusion 
     This chapter has explored further consequences of the licensing condition on 
ellipsis.  In order to permit ellipsis of the complement, specifier positions must be 
filled in narrow syntax.  As a consequence of the Spec requirement, the expletive there 
is introduced to a lower position than TP and subsequently moves to the Spec of TP.  
We have seen that the low merger of there is also motivated by the selectional 
restriction of the functional category v.  I have argued that the low origin account of 
expletives is derived from the phase theory.  Following Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) 
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original conception of phases, I have proposed that expletives are not contained in an 
LA, but they are introduced to the derivation after the LA is exhausted.  Given that 
syntactic structures are constructed by the merger of the lexical items with semantic 
content, nonthematic elements are merged outside the lexical categories.  Thus, after 
the LA is exhausted, expletives are merged into the phase edge.  The subject expletive 
is merged into the phase edge of v, while the object expletive is merged into the phase 
edge of C.   
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Notes to Chapter 4 
 
   This chapter is a revised version of Sato (2012). 
 
1.   Hornstein (2006, 2007) argues that purely morphological elements without 
semantic import have nothing to do with the inclusiveness condition.  Following 
Hornstein (2006, 2007), I assume that the insertion of the dummy elements do not 
violate the inclusiveness condition. 
 
2.   I assume that outer Spec of vP is unavailable for there-insertion in English.  There 
seems to be a parametric variation between languages with object shift and ones without 
object shift.  Richards (2007) argues that expletives can be inserted to the outer Spec of 
vP in languages that have overt object shift (OS languages).  Thus, OS languages allow 
the transitive expletive constructions.  Therefore, it is, in principle, possible to insert 
expletives into the outer Spec of vP, which is a nonthematic position.  However, there 
remains a question of why the outer Spec of vP is not available for English existential 
constructions.  I leave the issue open for future research. 
 
3.   A number of linguists argue that the expletive there is inserted to a lower position 
than TP.  See Bowers (1993, 2002), Richards and Biberauer (2005), Henry and Cottell 
(2007), Richards (2007), Alexiadou and Schäfer (2008), and Deal (2009). 
 
4.   As noted by Levin (1993) and Deal (2009), there-insertion is compatible only with 





    (i) a.   There appeared a ship on the horizon.              (Levin (1993: 89)) 
       b. * There melted a lot of snow on the streets of Chicago.  (Levin (1993: 90)) 
 
This contrast seems to stem from the difference of the internal structure of the 
unaccusative verbs.  Several researchers suggest that the specifier of vP is not empty in 
the change of state verbs (see Hale and Keyser (2000) and Alexiadou and Schäfer 
(2008)).   
 
(i) a.  change of location verbs    b.  change of state verbs 
              vP                       vP 
              3                3 
                      vʹ                DP      vʹ 
                  3                3 
                  vunacc   VP                vunacc    V 
                      3                  
                      V      DP 
 
Given that an argument of change-of-state verbs occupies the specifier of vP, the 
ungrammaticality of (ib) can be explained in the same way as unergative and transitive 
existential constructions.  In other words, the specifier position of vP in change-of-state 










(ii) a.  change-of-location verbs   b.  change-of-state verbs 
              vP                       vP 
              3                3 
                      vʹ                DP      vʹ 
              :  3            :  3 
              !  vunacc   VP            !  vunacc    V 
              !      3        !          
              !      V      DP    *there-insertion 
          okthere-insertion 
 
I will leave open the internal structure of unaccusative verbs.   
 
5.   Given that the small clause in (31b) is a PredP constituent (Bowers 1993, 2001, 
2002), the ungrammaticality of (31b) suggests that there is never merged into the 
specifier of PredP.   
 
    (i)        TP 
           3 
           Ii       Tʹ 
               3 
               T       vP 
                   3 
                   ti       vʹ 
                       3 
                       v      VP 
                           3 
                           V      PredP 
                           !    3 
                        consider         Predʹ 
                                :   3 
                                !  Pred     DP 
                                !        5 





This suggests that the expletive there is never merged into a lower position than vP.   
 
6.   Note that the presence of it affects the givenness/novelty of the sentence.   
 
7.   A similar approach is proposed by Stroik (1996).  Stroik argues that the expletive 
it is uniformly inserted to the Spec of CP, while I assume that the object expletive it is 
inserted to a different position from that of the subject expletive it. 
 
8.   For illustrative purposes, I assume that the object expletive it moves to the Spec of 
VP.  I leave open the question of what triggers this movement.  See Runner (2000) for 
the relevant discussion. 
 
9.   See Pires (2006) for detailed arguments that clausal gerunds are not categorized 
into DPs by morphosyntactic affixation. 
 
10.   Under the assumption that DP constitutes a phase (Svenonius 2004, Hiraiwa 2005, 
and others), one might think that the expletive it can be compatible with DP.  The 
example (40a) is repeated here as (i). 
 
    (i) * Mary finds it a delight [DP Fred’s swimming for hours in mountain ponds]. 
 






    (ii)           DP 
              3 
            Fred’s     Dʹ 
            :    3 
            !    D      NP 
        *it-insertion 6 
                   swimming for hours 
                   in mountain ponds 
 
Thus, the expletive and the possessive phrase seem to compete for the same position, 
the Spec of DP.  As a result, the possessive phrase blocks the insertion of the expletive. 
If this analysis is correct, the complementary distribution suggests that the expletive can 
also enter the phase edge of D.  I will leave the issue open for further research. 
 
11.  There remains a question of the distribution of expletives.  As is well known, the 
expletive there can only be merged with a verb that has an indefinite nominal argument, 
while the expletive it can only be merged with a verb that has a clausal argument. 
 
    (i) a.   There was awarded only one prize. 
       b. * It was awarded only one prize. 
    (ii) a. * There is said that he has taken bribes. 
       b.   It is said that he has taken bribes. 
                                                     (Radford (2009: 298)) 
 
I will leave the issue for further research. 
 











Aarts, Bas (1992) Small Clauses in English: The Nonverbal Types, Mouton de Gruyter, 
Berlin. 
Abney, Steven (1987) The English Noun Phrase in its Sentential Aspect, Doctoral 
dissertation, MIT. 
Aelbrecht, Lobke (2010) The Syntactic Licensing of Ellipsis, John Benjamins, 
Amsterdam. 
Aelbrecht, Lobke and Liliane Haegeman (2012) “VP-Ellipsis Is Not Licensed by 
VP-Topicalization,” Linguistic Inquiry 43, 591-614. 
Aelbrecht, Lobke and William Harwood (2013) “To Be or Not To Be Elided: VP 
Ellipsis Revisited,” ms., Ghent University. 
Ai, Ruixi (2006) Elliptical Predicate Constructions in Mandarin, Doctoral dissertation, 
Harvard University. 
Akmajian, Adrian and Tomas Wasow (1975) “The Constituent Structure of VP and AUX 
and the Position of the Verb BE,” Linguistic Analysis 1, 205-245. 
Akmajian, Adrian, Susan Steele and Tomas Wasow (1979) “The Category AUX in 
Universal Grammar,” Linguistic Inquiry 10, 1-64. 
Alexiadou, Artemis and Elena Anagnostopoulou (2001) “The Subject-in-Situ 
Generalization and the Role of Case in Driving Computations,” Linguistic Inquiry 
32, 193-231. 
Alexiadou, Artemis and Florian Schäfer (2008) “There-Insertion: An Unaccusativity 




Aoun, Joseph and Y.-H. Audrey Li (2008) “Ellipsis and Missing Objects,” Foundational 
Issues in Linguistic Theory: Essays in Honor of Jean-Roger Vergnaud, ed. by 
Robert Freidin, Carlos P. Otero and Maria Luisa Zubizarreta, 251-273, MIT Press, 
Cambridge, MA. 
Authier, Marc (2011) “A Movement Analysis of French Modal Ellipsis,” Probus 23, 
175-216. 
Baker, Carl L. (1981) “Auxiliary-Adverb Word Order,” Linguistic Inquiry 12, 309-315. 
Baltin, Mark (1995) “Floating Quantifiers, PRO, and Predication,” Linguistic Inquiry 26, 
199-248. 
Belletti, Adriana (2004) “Aspects of the Low IP Area,” The Structure of CP and IP: The 
Cartography of Syntactic Structures, Volume 2, ed. by Luigi Rizzi, 16-51, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 
Blight, Ralph C. (2000) “VP Ellipsis, Predicate Fronting, and Verb Position in English,” 
MIT Working Paper in Linguistics 37, 1-13. 
Bobaljik, Jonathan (2003) “Floating Quantifiers: Handle with Care,” The Second GLOT 
International State-of-the-Article Book, ed. By Lisa Cheng and Rint Sybesma, 
107-148, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin. 
Boeckx, Cedric and Sandra Stjepanović (2001) “Head-ing towards PF,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 32, 345-355. 
Bošković, Željko (1997) The Syntax of Nonfinite Complementation: An Economy 
Approach. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Bošković, Željko (2004) “Be Careful Where You Float Your Quantifiers,” Natural 
Language and Linguistic Theory 22, 681-742. 
Bošković, Željko (2013) “Now, I’m a Phase, Now I’m not a Phase: On the Variability of 
Phases with Extraction and Ellipsis,” ms., University of Connecticut. 
164 
 
Bowers, John (1993) “The Syntax of Predication,” Linguistic Inquiry 24, 591-656. 
Bowers, John (2001) “Predication,” The Handbook of Comtemporary Syntactic Theory, 
ed. by Mark Baltin and Chris Collins, 299-333, Blackwell, Oxford. 
Bowers, John (2002) “Transitivity,” Linguistic Inquiry 33, 183-224. 
Bresnan, Joan W. (1976) “On the Form and Functioning of Transformations,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 7, 3-40. 
Burzio, Luigi (1986) Italian Syntax: A Government-Binding Approach, Kluwer, 
Dordrecht. 
Chao, Wynn (1987) On Ellipsis, Doctoral dissertation, University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst. [Published by Garland, New York, 1988] 
Chomsky, Noam (1995) The Minimalist Program, MIT Press, Cambridge MA. 
Chomsky, Noam (2000) “Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework,” Step by Step: Essays 
on Minimalist Syntax in Honor of Howard Lasnik, ed. by Roger Martin, David 
Michaels and Juan Uriagereka, 89-155, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Chomsky, Noam (2001) “Derivation by Phase,” Ken Hale: A Life in Language, ed. by 
Michael Kenstowicz, 1-51, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Chomsky, Noam (2004) “Beyond Explanatory Adequacy,” Structures and Beyond. The 
Cartography of Syntactic Structures, Volume 3, ed. by Adriana Belletti, 104-131, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Chomsky, Noam (2007) “Approaching UG from Below,” Interfaces + Recursion = 
Language? ed. by Uli Sauerland and Hans-Martin Gärtner, 1-29, Mouton de 
Gruyter, Berlin. 
Chomsky, Noam (2008) “On Phases,” Foundational Issues in Linguistic Theory: Essays 
in Honor of Jean-Roger Vernaud, ed. by Robert Freidin, Carlos P. Otero and Maria 
Luisa Zubizarreta, 133-166, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
165 
 
Chung, Sandra, William Ladusaw and James McCloskey (1995) “Sluicing and Logical 
Form,” Natural Language Semantics 3, 1-44. 
Chung, Sandra (2013) “Syntactic Identity in Sluicing: How Much and Why,” 
Linguistics Inquiry 44, 1-44. 
Cinque, Guglielmo (1999) Adverbs and Functional Heads: A Cross-Linguistic 
Perspective, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Cirillo, Robert (2009) The Syntax of Floating Quantifiers: Stranding Revisited, Doctoral 
dissertation, Universiteit van Amsterdam. 
Coppock, Elizabeth (2001) “Gapping: In Defense of Deletion,” CLS 37, 133-148. 
Costa, João and João Loureiro (2006) “Mophology vs. Word Order in the Acquisition of 
V-to-I,” Catalan Journal of Linguistics 5, 45-58. 
van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen (2010) The Syntax of Ellipsis: Evidence from Dutch Dialects, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen (2013) “VP-Ellipsis,” ms., KU Leuven HUBrussel and 
Université Saint-Louis. 
van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen and Merchant Jason (2013) “Ellipsis Phenomena,” The 
Cambridge Handbook of Generative Syntax, ed. by Marcel den Dikken, 701-745, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
Culicover, Peter W. and Ray Jackendoff (2005) Simpler Syntax, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford. 
Culicover, Peter W. and Susanne Winkler (2008) “English Focus Inversion,” Journal of 
Linguistics 44, 625-658. 
Culicover, Peter W. (2013) Grammar and Complexity: Language at the Intersection of 
Competence and Performance, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Cyrino, Sonia and Gabriela Matos (2002) “VP Ellipsis in European and Brazilian 
166 
 
Portuguese: A Comparative Analysis,” Journal of Portuguese Linguistics 1, 
177-195. 
Cyrino, Sonia and Gabriela Matos (2005) “Local Licensers and Recovering in VP 
Ellipsis,” Journal of Portuguese Linguistics 4, 79-112. 
Dagnac, Anne (2010) “Modal Ellipsis in French, Spanish, and Italian: Evidence for a 
TP-Deletion Analysis,” Romance Linguistics 2008: Interactions in Romance, ed. 
by Karlos Arregi, Zsuzsanna Fagyal, Silvina Montrul and Annie Tremblay, 
157-170, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Deal, Amy R. (2009) “The Origin and Content of Expletives: Evidence from 
‘Selection’,” Syntax 12, 285-323. 
Doron, Edit (1983) Verbless Predicates in Hebrew, Doctoral dissertation, University of 
Texas at Austin. 
Doron, Edit (1990) “V-movement and VP-Ellipsis,” ms., The Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem. 
Doron, Edit (1999) “V-movement and VP Ellipsis,” Fragments: Studies in Ellipsis and 
Gapping, ed. by Shalom Lappin and Elabbas Benmamoun, 124-140, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 
Emonds, Joseph (1976) A Transformational Approach to English Syntax: Root, 
Structure-Preserving, and Local Transformations, Academic Press, New York. 
Emonds, Joseph (1978) “The Verbal Complex Vʹ-V in French,” Linguistic Inquiry 21, 
49-77. 
Embick, David and Rolf Noyer (2001) “Movement Operations after Syntax,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 32, 555-595. 
Epstein, Samuel D and T. Daniel Seely (2006) Derivations in Minimalism, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge. 
167 
 
Fiengo, Robert and Robert May (1994) Indices and Identity, MIT Press, Cambridge, 
MA. 
Folli Raffaella and Heidi Harley (2006) “On the Licensing of Causatives of Directed 
Motion: Waltzing Matilda All Over,” Studia Linguistica 60, 121-155. 
Fox, Danny (1995) “Economy and Scope,” Natural Language Semantics 3, 283-341. 
Fox, Danny (2000) Economy and Semantic Interpretation, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Fox, Danny and Lasnik Howard (2003) “Successive-Cyclic Movement and Island 
Repair: The Difference between Sluicing and VP-Ellipsis,” Linguistic Inquiry 34, 
143-154. 
Fukui, Naoki and Margaret Speas (1986) “Specifiers and Projection,” MIT Working 
Papers in Linguistics, 128-172. 
Funakoshi, Kenshi (2012) “On Headless XP-Movement/Ellipsis,” Linguistic Inquiry 43, 
516-562. 
Ginzburg, Jonathan and Ivan A. Sag (2000) Interrogative Investigations: The Form, 
Meaning and Use of English Interrogatives, CSLI Publications, Stanford. 
Gengel, Kirsten (2007a) Focus and Ellipsis: A Generative Analysis of Pseudogapping 
and Other Elliptical Structures, Doctoral dissertation, University of Stuttgart. 
Gengel, Kirsten (2007b) “Phases and Ellipsis,” NELS 37, 233-246. 
Gengel, Kirsten (2009) “Phases and Ellipsis,” Linguistic Analysis 35, 21-42. 
Gengel, Kirsten (2013) Pseudogapping and Ellipsis, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Gergel, Remus (2008) “Comparative Inversion: A Diachronic Study,” Journal of 
Comparative Germanic Linguistics 11, 191-211. 
Gergel, Remus (2010) “Towards Notions of Comparative Continuity in English and 
French,” Continuity and Change in Grammar, ed. by Anne Breitbarth, Christopher 
Lucas, Sheila Watts, and David Willis, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
168 
 
Goldberg, Lotus (2002) “An Elucidation of Null Direct Object Structures in Modern 
Hebrew,” WCCFL 21, 99-112. 
Goldberg, Lotus (2005) Verb-Stranding VP Ellipsis: A Cross-Linguistic Study, Doctoral 
dissertation, McGill University. 
Gribanova, Vera (2013) “Verb-Stranding Verb Phrase Ellipsis and the Structure of the 
Russian Verbal Complex,” Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 31, 91-136. 
Haïk, Isabelle (1987) “Bound VPs That Need To Be,” Linguistics and Philosophy 10, 
503-530. 
Hallman, Peter (2004) “Constituency and Agency in VP,” WCCFL 23, 304-317. 
Hardt, Daniel (1993) Verb Phrase Ellipsis: Form, Meaning and Processing, Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Pennsylvania. 
Harwood, William (2011) “Phasege: A Phase-Based Account of English Existential 
Constructions,” Proceedings of SICOGG 13, 235-155. 
Harwood, William (2013a) “An Existential Crisis: Understanding the Aspectual 
Restrictions on English Existential Constructions,” ms., Ghent University. 
Harwood, William (2013b) “Being Progressive Is Just A Phase: Celebrating the 
Uniqueness of Progressive Aspect under a Phase-Based Analysis,” ms., Ghent 
University. 
Harwood, William (2013c) “Rise of the Auxiliaries: A Case for Auxiliary Raising vs. 
Affix Lowering,” ms., Ghent University. 
Henry, Alison and Siobhan Cottell (2007) “A New Approach to Transitive Expletives: 
Evidence from Belfast English,” English Language and Linguistics 11, 279-299. 
Hiraiwa, Ken (2005) Dimensions of Symmetry in Syntax: Agreement and Clausal 
Architecture, Doctoral dissertation, MIT. 
Hirschbühler, Paul (1982) “VP Deletion and Across-the-Board Quantifier Scope,” 
169 
 
NELS 12, 132-139. 
Holmberg, Anders (1999) “Yes and No in Finnish: Ellipsis and Cyclic Spell-Out,” MIT 
Working Paper in Linguistics 33, 83-110. 
Holmberg, Anders (2001) “The Syntax of Yes and No in Finnish,” Studia Linguistica 
55, 141-174. 
Hooper, Joan and Sandra Thompson (1973) “On the Applicability of Root 
Transformations,” Linguistic Inquiry 4, 465-497. 
Hornstein, Norbert (1995) Logical Form, Blackwell, Oxford. 
Hornstein, Norbert (2006) “Pronouns in Minimalist Setting,” University of Maryland 
Working Papers in Linguistics 14, 47-80. 
Hornstein, Norbert (2007) “Pronouns in Minimalist Setting,” The Copy Theory of 
Movement, ed. by Norbert Corver and Jairo Nunes, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Houser, Michael (2010) The Syntax and Semantics of Do So Anaphora, Doctoral 
dissertation, University of California. 
Huang, C.-T. James (1988) “Comments on Hasegawa’s Paper,” Proceeding of Japanese 
Syntax Workshop: Issues on Empty Categories, ed. by Wako Tawa and Mineharu 
Nakayama, 77-93, Connecticut College, New London. 
Huang, C.-T. James (1991) “Remarks on the Status of the Null Object,” Principles and 
Parameters in Comparative Grammar, ed. by Robert Freidin, 56-76, MIT Press, 
Cambridge, Mass. 
Huang, C.-T. James (1993) “Reconstruction and the Structure of VP: Some Theoretical 
Consequences,” Linguistic Inquiry 24, 103-138. 
Huang, C.-T, James, Y.-H. Audrey Li and Yafei Li (2009) The Syntax of Chinese, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
Jayaseelan, Karattuparambil A. (1990) “Incomplete VP Deletion and Gapping,” 
170 
 
Linguistic Analysis 20, 64-81. 
Jayaseelan, Karattuparambil A. (2001) “IP-Internal Topic and Focus Phrases,” Studia 
Linguistica 55, 39-75. 
Johnson, Kyle (2001) “What VP-Ellipsis Can Do, and What It Can’t, but Not Why,” The 
Handbook of Contemporary Syntactic Theory, ed. by Mark Baltin and Chris 
Collins, 439-479, Blackwell, Oxford. 
Johnson, Kyle (2004) “In Search of the English Middle Field,” ms., University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst. 
Kallulli, Dalina (2008) “There Is Secondary Predication in There-Existentials,” WCCFL 
26, 279-287. 
Kaplan, Jeffrey (1989) English Grammar: Principles and Facts, Prentice Hall, 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. 
Karttunen, Lauri (1969) “Pronouns and Variables,” CLS 5, 108-116. 
Kayne, Richard (1979) “Rightward NP Movement in French and English,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 34, 506-516. 
Kehler, Andrew (2000) “Coherence and the Resolution of Ellipsis,” Linguistics and 
Philosophy 23, 533-575. 
Kehler, Andrew (2002) Coherence in Discourse, CSLI Publications, Stanford. 
Kennedy, Christopher and Jason Merchant (2000) “Attributive Comparative Deletion,” 
Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 18, 89-146. 
Kennedy, Christopher (2003) “Ellipsis and Syntactic Representation,” The Interfaces: 
Deriving and Interpreting Omitted Structures, ed. by Kerstin Schwabe and Susanne 
Winkler, 29-53. John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Kim, Christina, Gregory Kobele, Jeffrey Runner and John Hale (2011) “The 
Acceptability Cline in VP Ellipsis,” Syntax 14, 318-354. 
171 
 
Kim, Jeong-Seok (1997) Syntactic Focus Movement and Ellipsis: A Minimalist 
Approach, Doctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut. 
Kim, Soowon (1999) “Sloppy/Strict Identity, Empty Objects, and NP Ellipsis,” Journal 
of East Asian Linguistics 8, 255-284. 
Kim, Jinsook (2012) Comprehension of Elided Phrases in Korean and English: 
VP-Ellipsis, Null Object Constructions, and One-Substitution, Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Hawaii at Manoa. 
Kitagawa, Yoshihisa (1985) “Small but Clausal,” CLS 21, 210-220. 
Kitagawa, Yoshihisa (1986) Subjects in Japanese and English, Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.  [Distributed by GLSA, University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst, 1987.] 
Ko, Heejeong (2005) “Syntax of Why-in-site: Merge into [Spec, CP] in the Overt 
Syntax,” Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 23, 867-916. 
Koopman, Hilda and Dominique Sportiche (1991) “The Position of Subjects,” Lingua 
85, 211-258. 
Kratzer, Angelika (1996) “Severing the External Argument from Its Verb,” Phrase 
Structure and the Lexicon, ed. by John Rooryck and Laurie Zaring, 109-137, 
Kluwer, Dordrecht. 
Koizumi, Masatoshi (1995) Phrase Structure in Minimalist Syntax, Doctoral dissertation, 
MIT. 
Kuroda, S.-Y. (1988) “Whether We Agree or Not: A Comparative Syntax of English and 
Japanese,” Lingvisticae Investigationes 12, 1-47. 
Lakoff, George and John Robert Ross (1976) “Why You Can't Do So into the Kitchen 
Sink,” Syntax and Semantics 7: Notes from the Linguistic Underground, ed. by 
James D. McCawley, 101-111, Academic Press, New York. 
172 
 
Larson, Richard (1988) “On the Double-Object Construction,” Linguistic Inquiry 19, 
335-391. 
Larson, Richard (1990) “Double Objects Revisited: Reply to Jackendoff,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 21, 589-632. 
Lasnik, Howard (1995a) “A Note on Pseudogapping,” MIT Working Papers in 
Linguistics 27, 143-163. 
Lasnik, Howard (1995b) “Verbal Morphology: Syntactic Structures meets the 
Minimalist Program,” Evolution and Revolution in Linguistic Theory. ed. by 
Héctor Campos and Paula Kempchinsky, 251-275, Georgetown University Press, 
Georgetown. 
Lasnik, Howard (1997) “A Gap in an Ellipsis Paradigm: Some Theoretical 
Implications,” Linguistic Analysis 27, 166-185. 
Lasnik, Howard (1999a) “On Feature Strength: Three Minimalist Approaches to Overt 
Movement,” Linguistic Inquiry 30, 197-217. 
Lasnik, Howard (1999b) “Pseudogapping Puzzles,” Fragments: Studies on Ellipsis and 
Gapping, ed. by Elabbas Benmamoun and Shalom Lappin, 141-174, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 
Lasnik, Howard (2001) “When Can You Save a Structure by Destroying It?” NELS 31, 
301-320. 
Lasnik, Howard (2009) “Island Repair, Non-Repair, and the Organization of the 
Grammar,” InterPhases: Phase-Theoretic Investigations of Linguistic Interfaces, 
ed. by Kleanthes K. Grohmann, 339-353, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Lasnik, Howard and Mamoru Saito (1991) “On the Subject of Infinitives,” CLS 27, 
324-343. 




Levin, Beth (1993) English Verb Classes and Alternations: A Preliminary Investigation, 
University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 
Levin, Nancy (1978) “Some Identity-of-Sense Deletions Puzzle Me. Do They You?” 
CLS 14, 229-240. 
Levin, Nancy (1979) Main-Verb Ellipsis in Spoken English, Doctoral dissertation, Ohio 
State University, Columbus.  [Published by Garland, New York, 1986.] 
Lipták, Anikó (2012) “V-Stranding Ellipsis and Verbal Identity: The Role of Polarity 
Focus,” Linguistics in the Netherlands 29, 82-96. 
Lobeck, Anne (1987a) “Syntactic Constraints on Ellipsis,” Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Washington. 
Lobeck, Anne (1987b) “VP Ellipsis in Infinitives: Infl as a Proper Governor,” NELS 17, 
425-441. 
Lobeck, Anne (1990) “Functional Heads as Proper Governors,” NELS 20, 348-362. 
Lobeck, Anne (1995) Ellipsis: Functional Heads, Licensing, and Identification, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 
Martin, Roger (2001) “Null Case and the Distribution of PRO,” Linguistic Inquiry 32, 
141-166. 
Martins, Ana-Maria (1994) “Enclisis, VP-Deletion and the Nature of Sigma,” Probus 6, 
173-205. 
May, Robert (1985) Logical Form: Its Structure and Derivation, MIT Press, Cambridge, 
MA. 
McCawley, James D. (1998) The Syntactic Phenomena of English, 2nd ed., University 
of Chicago Press, Chicago and London. 
McCloskey, James (1991) “Clause Structure, Ellipsis and Proper Government in Irish,” 
174 
 
Lingua 85, 259-302. 
McCloskey, James (2007) “A Language at the Edge: Irish and the Theory of Grammar,” 
Paper presented at University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
McCloskey, James (2011) “The Shape of Irish Clauses,” Formal Approaches to Celtic 
Linguistics, ed. by Andrew Carnie, 143-177, Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 
Merchant, Jason (2001) The Syntax of Silence: Sluicing, Island, and the Theory of 
Ellipsis, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Merchant, Jason (2004) “Fragments and Ellipsis,” Linguistics and Philosophy 27, 
661-735. 
Merchant, Jason (2007) “Small Structures: A Sententialist Perspectives,” The Syntax of 
Nonsententials: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, ed by Ljiljana Progovac, Kate 
Paesani, Eugenia Casielles, and Ellen Barton, 73-91, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Merchant, Jason (2008a) “An Asymmetry in Voice Mismatches in VP-ellipsis and 
Pseudogapping,” Linguistic Inquiry 39, 169-179. 
Merchant, Jason (2008b) “Variable Island Repair under Ellipsis,” Topics in Ellipsis, ed. 
by Kyle Johnson, 132-153, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
Merchant, Jason (2013a) “Diagnosing Ellipsis,” Diagnosing Syntax, ed. by Lisa 
Lai-Shen Cheng and Nobert Corver, 537-542, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Merchant, Jason (2013b) “Polarity Items under Ellipsis,” Diagnosing Syntax, ed. by 
Lisa Lai-Shen Cheng and Nobert Corver, 441-462, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford. 
Merchant, Jason (2013c) “Voice and Ellipsis,” Linguistic Inquiry 44, 77-108. 
Mikkelsen, Line (2005) Copular Clauses: Specification, Predication and Equation, 
John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Miller, Philip (1992) Clitics and Constituents in Phrase Structure Grammar, Doctoral 
175 
 
dissertation, Utrecht University. 
Milsark, Gary (1988) “Singl-ing,” Linguistic Inquiry 19, 611-634. 
Moro, Andrea (1997) The Raising of Predicates: Predicative Noun Phrases and the 
Theory of Clause Structure, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
Moro, Andrea (2000) Dynamic Antisymmetry. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Murasugi, Keiko (1991) Noun Phrases in Japanese and English: A Study in Syntax, 
Learnability and Acquisition, Doctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut. 
Ngonyani, Deo (1996) “VP-Ellipsis in Ndendule and Swahili Applicatives,” Syntax at 
Sunset: UCLA Working Papers in Syntax and Semantics 1, ed. by Edward Garrett 
and Felicia Lee, 109-128. 
Newmeyer, Frederick (1987) “Presentational There-Insertion and the Notions ‘Root 
Transformation’ and ‘Stylistic Rule’,” CLS 23, 295-308. 
Niinuma, Fumikazu and Myung-Kwan Park (2004) “A Case for Head Movement at PF: 
SAI in Comparatives,” Triggers, ed. by Anne Breitbarth and Henk van Riemsdijk, 
431-450, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin. 
Oku, Satoshi (1998) A Theory of Selection and Reconstruction in the Minimalist 
Perspectives, Doctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut. 
Oku, Satoshi (2001) “A Minimalist Theory of LF Copy,” The Minimalist Parameter: 
Selected Papers from the Open Linguistics Forum, Ottawa 12-23 March 1997, ed. 
by Galina M. Alexandrova and Olga Arnaudova, 281-294, John Benjamins, 
Amsterdam. 
Omaki, Akira (2009) “Verbal Morphology: Return of the Affix Hopping Approach,” 
NELS 38, 193-204. 
Otani, Kazuyo and John Whitman (1991) “V-Raising and VP-Ellipsis,” Linguistic 
Inquiry, 22, 345– 358. 
176 
 
Park, Myung-Kwan (1997) “The Syntax of VP Ellipsis in Korean,” Linguistic Research 
33, 629-648. 
Pires, Acrisio (2006) The Minimalist Syntax of Defective Domains: Gerunds and 
Infinitives, John Benjamins, Amsterdam/Philadelphia. 
Pollock, Jean-Yves (1989) “Verb Movement, Universal Grammar, and the Structure of 
IP,” Linguistic Inquiry 20, 365-424. 
Postal, Paul (1974) On Raising: One Rule of English Grammar and Its Theoretical 
Implications, MIT Press, Cambridge. 
Potsdam, Eric (1996) Syntactic Issues in the English Imperative, Doctoral dissertation, 
University of California, Santa Cruz. 
Potsdam, Eric (1997a) “English Verbal Morphology and VP Ellipsis,” NELS 27, 
353-368. 
Potsdam, Eric (1997b) “NegP and Subjunctive Complements in English,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 28, 533-541. 
Pullum, Geoffrey and Deirdre Wilson (1977) “Autonomous Syntax and the Analysis of 
Auxiliaries,” Language 53, 741-788. 
Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech, and Jan Svartvik (1972) A 
Grammar of Contemporary English, Longman Press, London. 
Radford, Andrew (2009) Analyzing English Sentences: A Minimalist Approach, 
Cambridge University Press, New York. 
Raposo, Eduardo (1986) “On the Null Object in European Portugese,” Studies in 
Romance Linguistics, ed. by Osvaldo Jaeggli and Carmen Silva-Corvalán, Foris 
Publications, Dordrecht. 
Reinhart, Tanya and Tal Siloni (2005) “The Lexicon-Syntax Parameter,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 36, 389-436. 
177 
 
Richards, Norvin (2003) “Why There Is an EPP,” Gengo Kenkyu (Language Research) 
123, 221-256. 
Richards, Marc (2007) “Object Shift, Phases, and Transitive Expletive Constructions in 
Germanic,” Linguistic Variation Yearbook 6, ed. by Pierre Pica, Jeroen van 
Craenenbroeck and Johan Rooryck, 139-159, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Richards, Marc and Theresa Biberauer (2005) “Explaining Expl,” The Function of 
Function Words and Functional Categories, ed. by Marcel den Dikken and 
Christina Tortora, 115-153, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Rizzi, Luigi (1990) Relativized Minimality, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Rizzi, Luigi (2001) “On the Position ‘Int(errogative)’ in the Left Periphery of the 
Clause,” Current Studies in Italian Syntax: Essays Offered to Lorenzo Renzi, ed. by 
Guglielmo Cinque and Giampaolo Salvi, 267-296, Elsevier, Amsterdam. 
Roberts, Ian (1998) “Have/Be Raising, Move F, and Procrastinate,” Linguistic Inquiry 
29, 113-125. 
Rochemont, Michael and Peter Culicover (1990) English Focus Construction and the 
Theory of Grammar, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Rosenbaum, Peter (1967) The Grammar of English Predicate Complement 
Constructions, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Ross, John Robert (1969a) “Auxiliaries as Main Verbs,” Studies in Philosophical 
Linguistics, ed. by William Todd, 77-102, Great Expectations Press, Evanston. 
Ross, John Robert (1969b) “Guess Who?” CLS 5, 252-286. 
Ross, John Robert (1991) “Verbiness and the Size of Niches in the English Auxiliary,” 
Interdisciplinary Approaches to Language: Essays in Honor of S.-Y. Kuroda, ed by 
Carol Georgopoulos and Roberta Ishihara, 459-466, Kluwer, Dordrecht. 
Rouveret, Alain (2012) “VP Ellipsis, Phases and the Syntax of Morphology,” Natural 
178 
 
Language and Linguistic Theory 30, 897-963. 
Runner, Jeffrey (2000) “The External Object Hypothesis and the Case of Object 
Expletives,” University of Rochester Working Papers in the language Sciences 1, 
ed. by Katherine M. Crosswhite and James S. Magnuson, 257-269. 
Sag, Ivan (1976) Deletion and Logical Form, Doctoral dissertation, MIT. 
Saito, Mamoru (2007) “Notes on East Asian Argument Ellipsis,” Language Research 43, 
203-227. 
Saito, Mamoru and Duk-Ho An (2010) “A Comparative Syntax of Ellipsis in Japanese 
and Korean,” MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 61, 287-307. 
Saito, Mamoru and Keiko Murasugi (1990) “Nʹ-Ellipsis in Japanese: A Preliminary 
Study,” Japanese/Korean Linguistics 1, 258-301. 
Saito, Mamoru, T.-H. Jonah Lin and Keiko Murasugi (2008) “Nʹ-Ellipsis and the 
Structure of Noun Phrases in Chinese and Japanese,” Journal of East Asian 
Linguistics 17, 247-271. 
SanPietro, Steven, Ming Xiang, and Jason Merchant (2012) “Accounting for Voice 
Mismatch in Ellipsis,” WCCFL 30, 303-312. 
Santos, Ana Lúcia (2009) Minimal Answers: Ellipsis, Syntax and Discourse in the 
Acquisition of European Portuguese, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Sato, Motoki (2012) “A Minimalist Analysis of Expletive Constructions and 
Do-Support,” Explorations in English Linguistics 26, 63-90. 
Sato, Motoki (2013) “Verb-Stranding VP-Ellipsis in English,” Explorations in English 
Linguistics 27, 77-116. 
Sato, Motoki (to appear) “Two Types of VP-Ellipsis,” English Linguistics 30, 2. 




Sawada, Harumi (1991) “The Perfective Have and the Progressive Be As Spec Verbs 
and the INFL System in English,” Current English Linguistics in Japan, ed. by 
Heizo Nakajima, 381-411, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin. 
Schoorlemmer, Erik and Tanja Temmerman (2012) “Head Movement as a 
PF-Phenomenon: Evidence from Identity under Ellipsis,” WCCFL 29, 232-240. 
Schuyler, Tamara (2001) “Wh-movement out of the Site of VP Ellipsis,” Syntax and 
Semantics at Santa Cruz 3, ed. by Seamas Mac Bhloscaidh, 1-20, Linguistics 
Department, UC, Santa Cruz. 
Şener, Serkan and Daiko Takahashi (2010a) “Argument Ellipsis in Japanese and 
Turkish,” MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 61, 325-339. 
Şener, Serkan and Daiko Takahashi (2010b) “Ellipsis of Arguments in Japanese and 
Turkish,” Nanzan Linguistics 6, 79-99. 
Shlonsky, Ur (1987) Null and Displaced Subjects, Doctoral dissertation, MIT. 
Shlonsky, Ur (1997) Clause Structure and Word Order in Hebrew and Arabic: An Essay 
in Comparative Semantic Syntax, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Sportiche, Dominique (1988) “A Theory of Floating Quantifiers and Its Corollaries for 
Constituent Structure,” Linguistic Inquiry 19, 425-449. 
Sportiche, Dominique, Hilda Koopman and Edward Stabler (2014) An Introduction to 
Syntactic Analysis and Theory, Blackwell, Oxford. 
Stepanov, Arthur and Wei-Tien Dylan Tsai (2008) “Cartography and Licensing of 
Wh-Adjuncts: A Cross-Linguistic Perspective,” Natural Language and Linguistic 
Theory 26, 589-638. 
Stjepanović, Sandra (1997) “VP Ellipsis in a Verb Raising Language and Implications 
for the Condition on Formal Identity of Verbs,” University of Connecticut Working 
Papers in Linguistics 8, 287-306. 
180 
 
Stjepanović, Sandra (1998) “On the Placement of Serbo-Croatian Clitics: Evidence 
from VP-ellipsis,” Linguistic Inquiry 29, 527-537. 
Stowell, Tim (1978) “What Was There before There Was There?” CLS 14, 458-471. 
Stroik, Thomas (1996) “Extraposition and Expletive-Movement: A Minimalist 
Account,” Lingua 99, 237-251. 
Stroik, Thomas (2001) “On the Light Verb Hypothesis,” Linguistic Inquiry 32, 362-369. 
Stump, Gregory (1977) “Pseudogapping,” ms., Ohio State University. 
Sugisaki, Koji (2013) “The Ban on Adjunct Ellipsis in Child Japanese,” The 
Proceedings of the 37th annual Boston University Conference on Language 
Development, ed. by Sarah Baiz, Nora Goldman, and Rachel Hawkes, 423-432, 
Cascadilla Press, Somerville, MA.   
Svenonius, Peter (2004) “On the Edge,” Peripheries: Syntactic Edges and Their Effects, 
ed. by David Adger, Cécile de Cat and George Tsoulas, 259-287, Kluwer, 
Dordrecht. 
Takahashi, Daiko (2008) “Noun Phrase Ellipsis,” The Oxford Handbook of Japanese 
Linguistics, ed. by Shigeru Miyagawa and Mamoru Saito, 394-422, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 
Takano, Yuji (1995) “Predicate Fronting and Internal Subjects,” Linguistic Inquiry 26, 
327-340. 
Tanaka, Hidekazu (2011a) “Syntactic Identity and Ellipsis,” The Linguistic Review 28, 
79-110. 
Tanaka, Hidekazu (2011b) “Voice Mismatches and Syntactic Identity,” Linguistic 
Inquiry 42, 470-490. 
Thoms, Gary (2010) “‘Verb Floating’ and VP-Ellipsis: Towards a Movement Account of 
Ellipsis Licensing,” Linguistic Variation Yearbook 10, ed. by Jeroen Van 
181 
 
Craenenbroeck, 252-297, John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 
Thornton, Rosalind (2008) “Why Continuity,” Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 
26, 107-146. 
Vikner, Sten (1995) Verb Movement and Expletive Subjects in the Germanic languages, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Warner, Anthony R. (1985) The Structure of English Auxiliaries: A Phrase Structure 
Grammar, Indiana University Club, Bloomington, Indiana. 
Warner, Anthony R. (1986) “Ellipsis Conditions and the Status of the English Copula,” 
York Papers in Linguistics 12, 153-172. 
Warner, Anthony R. (1993) English Auxiliaries: Structure and History, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge. 
Wasow, Thomas (1972) Anaphoric Relations in English, Doctoral dissertation, MIT. 
Williams, Edwin (1984) “There-Insertion,” Linguistic Inquiry 15, 131-153. 
Wurmbrand, Susi (2011) “On Agree and Merge,” Lecture notes. University of 
Connecticut. <http://wurmbrand.uconn.edu/Papers/Agree-and-Merge.pdf> 
Wrumbrand, Susi (2012) “Agree(ment): Looking up or Looking down?” Lecture given 
at Agreement Seminar, MIT. <http://wurmbrand.uconn.edu/Papers/MIT-2012.pdf> 
Xu, Liejiong (2003) “Remarks on VP-Ellipsis in Disguise,” Linguistic Inquiry 34, 
163-171. 
Yoshida, Masaya and Ángel J. Gallego (2012) “Ellipsis and Phases: Evidence from 
Antecedent Contained Sluicing,” Local Modelling of Non-Local Dependencies in 
Syntax, ed.by Artemis Alexiadou, Tibor Kiss and Gereon Müller, 353-370, 
Niemeyer, Tübingen. 
Zaenen, Annie (1993) “Unaccusativity and Proper Government of Verbal Projections,” 




Zagona, Karen (1982) Government and Proper Government of Verbal Projections, 
Doctoral dissertation, University of Washington. 
Zagona, Karen (1988a) “Proper Government of Antecedentless VPs in English and 
Spanish,” Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 6, 95-128. 
Zagona, Karen (1988b) Verb Phrase Syntax: A Parametric Study of English and Spanish, 
Kluwer, Dordrecht. 
